
From: SCOPE
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April 9
th


, 2020 


 


Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 


500 W. Temple St.  


Los Angeles, CA 90012 


 


Re: Brown Act Violation – Demand for Cure and Correction 


Failure to allow public comment on  public hearing matters, March 31
st


, 2020 


Public hearing matters Agenda Items 73 through 75, and especially item 73) 


 


Honorable Supervisors: 


 


This letter is to call your attention to what we believe was a substantial violation of a central 


provision of the Ralph M. Brown Act, Govt. Code Section 54953  - Requirements for Telephonic 


Meetings  and 54954.3 - Opportunity for public to address the legislative body.  


 


On March 10th, 2020, as the representative of SCOPE, Lynne Plambeck spent approximately 


two hours driving from her home in Santa Clarita to attend your meeting with the sole purpose 


of giving input on Public Hearing Agenda Item #37, on matters that we believed would inform 


your decision on this issue. She signed in to speak at the public hearing on this matter on 


behalf of our group before 9:30 AM and then waited until after 4:30 at which time the item 


was continued. She was told at the time that the public hearing would be continued to March 


24
th


 and that she would have the opportunity to speak at the public hearing on behalf of our 


group on that date.  


 


Subsequently the Covid 19 pandemic spread to California and public meetings were canceled 


including  the March 17
th


 and March 24
th


 meeting of the Los Angeles  County Board of 


Supervisors so that the Board, along with all other public agencies,  could make arrangements 


to continue to conduct business telephonically or via the internet. While to our knowledge, all 


other agencies continued to comply with the requirements of the Brown Act even as they 


began to conduct their meetings telephonically or via the internet, the Board of Supervisors 


failed to devise a means of taking public comment as required by law. 


 


While we understand and appreciate the difficulties imposed by efforts to protect the public 


during the Covid 19 pandemic, the Governor, in his March 12
th


 order
1
 to waive certain 


requirements under the Brown Act, did NOT waive the right of the public to make comments 


and be heard by public agencies at public meetings. This must especially be true when the item 


is a public hearing.  We understand the need for telephonic meetings, but public comment and  


 


                                                 
1
 https://cnpa.com/governor-suspends-meeting-safeguards-in-brown-and-bagley-keene-acts-in-response-to-


coronavirus-crisis/ 
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testimony must still be made telephonically accessible during those meetings as required by  


section 54953 of the Brown Act
2
 


 


All local and state agencies of which we are aware in the Santa Clarita Valley and elsewhere 


worked to comply with the Brown Act and allow telephonic public attendance and public 


comment. In spite of the fact that the County is well-versed in how to accomplish off site public 


comment, having provided offsite public comment availability for many years to outlying areas, 


the County purposefully and knowingly failed to allow public comment at its March 31
st


 Board 


meeting. This occurred even on public hearing items where its own ordinances also require it 


to hear from the public, specifically items 73-75. 


 


This failure was most egregious because not only was Agenda Item 73 a public hearing which 


we had previously attended and which had  been continued, but also we were promised at the 


March 10
th


 meeting that SCOPE would be able to speak on this public hearing item when it 


returned to the Board on March 24
th


. 


 


We brought these concerns to the County prior to the March 31
st


 public hearing item and 


asked that  the County either allow the public to speak or continue the public hearing items on 


that agenda, including item 73, to such time when public comments and testimony could be 


accommodated as required by law.  


 


 We believe that the County made an error in not allowing Lynne Plambeck, representing our 


organization, to speak at this meeting during the public hearing and additionally by not 


allowing or accommodating any public comment at all. 


 


To cure and correct, Brown Act Govt. Code Section 54960.1, requires you to withdraw any  


 


commitments made and re-hear the matter. As provided by Govt. Code Section 54960.1, we  


                                                 
2
   (a) All meetings of the legislative body of a local agency shall be open and public, and all persons shall be 


permitted to attend any meeting of the legislative body of a local agency, except as otherwise provided in this 


chapter. 


(b) (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the legislative body of a local agency may use teleconferencing 


for the benefit of the public and the legislative body of a local agency in connection with any meeting or proceeding 


authorized by law. The teleconferenced meeting or proceeding shall comply with all requirements of this chapter 


and all otherwise applicable provisions of law relating to a specific type of meeting or proceeding. 


(2) Teleconferencing, as authorized by this section, may be used for all purposes in connection with any meeting 


within the subject matter jurisdiction of the legislative body. All votes taken during a teleconferenced meeting shall 


be by rollcall. 


(3) If the legislative body of a local agency elects to use teleconferencing, it shall post agendas at all teleconference 


locations and conduct teleconference meetings in a manner that protects the statutory and constitutional rights of 


the parties or the public appearing before the legislative body of a local agency. Each teleconference location shall 


be identified in the notice and agenda of the meeting or proceeding, and each teleconference location shall be 


accessible to the public. During the teleconference, at least a quorum of the members of the legislative body shall 


participate from locations within the boundaries of the territory over which the local agency exercises jurisdiction, 


except as provided in subdivision (d). The agenda shall provide an opportunity for members of the public to address 


the legislative body directly pursuant to Section 54954.3 at each teleconference location. 


(4) For the purposes of this section, “teleconference” means a meeting of a legislative body, the members of which 


are in different locations, connected by electronic means, through either audio or video, or both. Nothing in this 


section shall prohibit a local agency from providing the public with additional teleconference locations. 
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request that you rescind the approvals granted for Agenda Item 73 and reschedule the public 


hearing agenda item to a time and date when the public may address you on this matter. As 


you are aware, the County has 30 days from receipt of this demand to either cure or correct 


the challenged action or to inform us of your decision not to do so, at which time we may take 


additional action to ensure compliance with the Brown Act. 


 


In closing we wish to note that this is not the first time that the County has failed to comply 


with the public comment requirement of the Brown Act. We believe that this fact would qualify 


the County as a “bad actor” in these matters. We sympathize with the Board’s dilemma in 


accommodating certain members of the public who regularly disrupt meetings. However, these 


actions do not justify the County’s avoidance of the legally required public comment at a public 


hearing. 


 


 


Respectfully yours,   


SCOPE Board Members, including 


 


 
Lynne Plambeck, 


President 


 


Cc Los Angeles County Counsel 


      Los Angeles District Attorney 


      First Amendment Coalition 


       







SCOPESCOPESCOPESCOPE    
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 

 

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY 

AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY 
 

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386 

www.scope.org 

 

April 9
th

, 2020 

 

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 

500 W. Temple St.  

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Re: Brown Act Violation – Demand for Cure and Correction 

Failure to allow public comment on  public hearing matters, March 31
st

, 2020 

Public hearing matters Agenda Items 73 through 75, and especially item 73) 

 

Honorable Supervisors: 

 

This letter is to call your attention to what we believe was a substantial violation of a central 

provision of the Ralph M. Brown Act, Govt. Code Section 54953  - Requirements for Telephonic 

Meetings  and 54954.3 - Opportunity for public to address the legislative body.  

 

On March 10th, 2020, as the representative of SCOPE, Lynne Plambeck spent approximately 

two hours driving from her home in Santa Clarita to attend your meeting with the sole purpose 

of giving input on Public Hearing Agenda Item #37, on matters that we believed would inform 

your decision on this issue. She signed in to speak at the public hearing on this matter on 

behalf of our group before 9:30 AM and then waited until after 4:30 at which time the item 

was continued. She was told at the time that the public hearing would be continued to March 

24
th

 and that she would have the opportunity to speak at the public hearing on behalf of our 

group on that date.  

 

Subsequently the Covid 19 pandemic spread to California and public meetings were canceled 

including  the March 17
th

 and March 24
th

 meeting of the Los Angeles  County Board of 

Supervisors so that the Board, along with all other public agencies,  could make arrangements 

to continue to conduct business telephonically or via the internet. While to our knowledge, all 

other agencies continued to comply with the requirements of the Brown Act even as they 

began to conduct their meetings telephonically or via the internet, the Board of Supervisors 

failed to devise a means of taking public comment as required by law. 

 

While we understand and appreciate the difficulties imposed by efforts to protect the public 

during the Covid 19 pandemic, the Governor, in his March 12
th

 order
1
 to waive certain 

requirements under the Brown Act, did NOT waive the right of the public to make comments 

and be heard by public agencies at public meetings. This must especially be true when the item 

is a public hearing.  We understand the need for telephonic meetings, but public comment and  

 

                                                 
1
 https://cnpa.com/governor-suspends-meeting-safeguards-in-brown-and-bagley-keene-acts-in-response-to-

coronavirus-crisis/ 
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testimony must still be made telephonically accessible during those meetings as required by  

section 54953 of the Brown Act
2
 

 

All local and state agencies of which we are aware in the Santa Clarita Valley and elsewhere 

worked to comply with the Brown Act and allow telephonic public attendance and public 

comment. In spite of the fact that the County is well-versed in how to accomplish off site public 

comment, having provided offsite public comment availability for many years to outlying areas, 

the County purposefully and knowingly failed to allow public comment at its March 31
st

 Board 

meeting. This occurred even on public hearing items where its own ordinances also require it 

to hear from the public, specifically items 73-75. 

 

This failure was most egregious because not only was Agenda Item 73 a public hearing which 

we had previously attended and which had  been continued, but also we were promised at the 

March 10
th

 meeting that SCOPE would be able to speak on this public hearing item when it 

returned to the Board on March 24
th

. 

 

We brought these concerns to the County prior to the March 31
st

 public hearing item and 

asked that  the County either allow the public to speak or continue the public hearing items on 

that agenda, including item 73, to such time when public comments and testimony could be 

accommodated as required by law.  

 

 We believe that the County made an error in not allowing Lynne Plambeck, representing our 

organization, to speak at this meeting during the public hearing and additionally by not 

allowing or accommodating any public comment at all. 

 

To cure and correct, Brown Act Govt. Code Section 54960.1, requires you to withdraw any  

 

commitments made and re-hear the matter. As provided by Govt. Code Section 54960.1, we  

                                                 
2
   (a) All meetings of the legislative body of a local agency shall be open and public, and all persons shall be 

permitted to attend any meeting of the legislative body of a local agency, except as otherwise provided in this 

chapter. 

(b) (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the legislative body of a local agency may use teleconferencing 

for the benefit of the public and the legislative body of a local agency in connection with any meeting or proceeding 

authorized by law. The teleconferenced meeting or proceeding shall comply with all requirements of this chapter 

and all otherwise applicable provisions of law relating to a specific type of meeting or proceeding. 

(2) Teleconferencing, as authorized by this section, may be used for all purposes in connection with any meeting 

within the subject matter jurisdiction of the legislative body. All votes taken during a teleconferenced meeting shall 

be by rollcall. 

(3) If the legislative body of a local agency elects to use teleconferencing, it shall post agendas at all teleconference 

locations and conduct teleconference meetings in a manner that protects the statutory and constitutional rights of 

the parties or the public appearing before the legislative body of a local agency. Each teleconference location shall 

be identified in the notice and agenda of the meeting or proceeding, and each teleconference location shall be 

accessible to the public. During the teleconference, at least a quorum of the members of the legislative body shall 

participate from locations within the boundaries of the territory over which the local agency exercises jurisdiction, 

except as provided in subdivision (d). The agenda shall provide an opportunity for members of the public to address 

the legislative body directly pursuant to Section 54954.3 at each teleconference location. 

(4) For the purposes of this section, “teleconference” means a meeting of a legislative body, the members of which 

are in different locations, connected by electronic means, through either audio or video, or both. Nothing in this 

section shall prohibit a local agency from providing the public with additional teleconference locations. 
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request that you rescind the approvals granted for Agenda Item 73 and reschedule the public 

hearing agenda item to a time and date when the public may address you on this matter. As 

you are aware, the County has 30 days from receipt of this demand to either cure or correct 

the challenged action or to inform us of your decision not to do so, at which time we may take 

additional action to ensure compliance with the Brown Act. 

 

In closing we wish to note that this is not the first time that the County has failed to comply 

with the public comment requirement of the Brown Act. We believe that this fact would qualify 

the County as a “bad actor” in these matters. We sympathize with the Board’s dilemma in 

accommodating certain members of the public who regularly disrupt meetings. However, these 

actions do not justify the County’s avoidance of the legally required public comment at a public 

hearing. 

 

 

Respectfully yours,   

SCOPE Board Members, including 

 

 
Lynne Plambeck, 

President 

 

Cc Los Angeles County Counsel 

      Los Angeles District Attorney 

      First Amendment Coalition 

       



From: SCOPE
To: PublicHearing; ExecutiveOffice
Cc: First District; Supervisor Janice Hahn (Fourth District); Barger, Kathryn; SecondDistrict; Sheila; Chris Perry
Subject: Agenda Iten 39 March 10
Date: Monday, March 9, 2020 11:35:15 AM
Attachments: Spring Cnayon Easement Vacation 3-10-20.pdf

Housing project approved 3-27-19.pdf
tr_48086_rppl2018004065-bos-approval.pdf

Please copy to all Supervisors.
Thank you
Lynne Plambeck
President
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (SCOPE)
661 255-6899
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3-6-20 


 


Board of Supervisors 


500 W. Temple St. 


Los Angeles, CA 90012 


 


Re: - Board of Supervisors Agenda TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 2020 VI. PUBLIC 


HEARINGS 39 - 40 39. Hearing to Vacate a Portion of Valley Canyon 
Road, Set Aside a Portion of Soledad Canyon Road and Accept the 
Offer of Dedication on a Portion of Yellowstone Lane in the 
Unincorporated Community of Agua Dulce 
 
Honorable Supervisors: 


 


While this agenda item only refers to a tract number and states that the changes will 


comply with a 2003 EIR, it is important that you know that the most recent mitigation 


measures approved for this project, “Spring Canyon” were unanimously approved on 


March 26
th


, 2019 ( and final approval on June 25th 2019). At the time, the changes were 


lauded by Supervisor Barger and Supervisor Hahn’s office for enhancing the sustainability 


of the project (see news article attached). 


 


Some of those changes included an enhanced wildlife corridor in the area of this agenda 


item’s proposed changes to Valley Canyon Rd which is the ONLY underpass under the 


Highway 14 that animals can currently use to reach the river. 


 


There is no indication that this proposal complies with the most recent 


conditions and mitigation measures approved last year, since in fact that 


approval is nowhere mentioned in the staff report. There is no indication 


that Parks and Recreation was contacted concerning this matter or that 


the County biologist reviewed the changes to ensure the wildlife corridor 


would remain viable. 


 


Further, as you may recall, your approval last year allowed the developer to delay the 


building of the elementary school for the project until after about the 200 hundredth unit 


was built.  You should know that according to our information, the school district has 


rejected the proposed site for the school, so the change you allowed last June may leave 


these first homes without ever having a local school. This scenario is similar to what 


occurred two decades ago with the Davidon project in Saugus where the developer never 







built the other half of the project that would have required the school. We ask that you 


look into this matter before approving additional changes for this project. 


 


Last, since the school district refused the site, they also refused to form a Mello-Roos 


facilities district for the developer. The developer then went to the Santa Clarita Valley 


Water Agency to request they form a Mello-Roos district. While the Board did vote at its 


last meeting to approve a policy allowing such facility districts, no district for this project 


was approved. You should know that the vote was contentious, divided and close. 


 


In closing, please be aware that the Tick Fire (October 2019) burned through this area 


last year, pushed by 40 mile per hour winds, and requiring 40,000 residents to evacuate. 


Had the houses in this tract been built then, we might have seen far more residential 


loses than the 22 houses and 27 structures damaged in this fire.  


 


We ask that you take these issues into consideration, especially the viability of the 


wildlife corridor and the fire danger as you evaluate this agenda item. 


 


Thank you for your time. 


 


Sincerely,  


 


 
President 


 


Attachment 


1. News article lauding changes to the Spring Canyon Project “Housing project approved 


as ‘super sustainable’ community” SCV Signal March 27
th


, 2019 


2. June 25
th


 final approval of changes with new conditions and additional mitigation 


measures. 








Housing project approved as ‘super 


sustainable’ community 


• Jim Holt March 27, 2019 6:00 am  


 
FILE PHOTO. gray water set up at the side of a house.  


A 15-year-old plan to build close to 500 homes between Shadow Pines and Agua Dulce was 


approved unanimously by county supervisors Tuesday provided the developer includes 14 green 


conditions that promise to transform the plan into a state-of-the-art project in terms of 


sustainability. 


The revamped Spring Canyon housing project, which calls for 495 homes now, includes solar 


panels for those homes, charging stations for electric vehicles, gray water recycling for lawns 


and solar heating for a community pool if such a pool is ever built. 


“No project is static,” county Supervisor Kathryn Barger said before reading a long list of 


environment-friendly conditions.  


 “But (in the past 15 years), a lot has changed,” she said at the Los Angeles County Board of 


Supervisors meeting Tuesday, reflecting back to when the housing project was first approved in 


2004. 


Barger thanked Spring Canyon applicant Patrick Parker of Raintree Investment for having 


worked with SCV environmentalists and having arrived at “increased environmental 


protections.” 


She also thanked Lynne Plambeck, president of Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the 


Environment, or SCOPE, which filed a formal appeal of the decision made by regional planners 


to approve the Spring Canyon project. 


“It’s admirable that both sides worked through the issues,” Barger said. “Thank you, Lynne 


Plambeck, for making this project better.” 







‘Fabulously amended’ 


Barger then listed the climate-change amendments, prompting Supervisor Janice Hahn to call it 


“fabulously amended.” 


Conditions include:  


Each home is to be built with a solar panel system that would generate the equivalent of 3 


kilowatt-hours of electricity. 


Creating 25 public-use charging stations for electric vehicles.  


The garage of each home is to have a built-in, 220-volt outlet for future electric vehicle chargers. 


If a community pool is ever built in Spring Canyon, it is to be heated by solar panels. 


Each home is to have a tankless on-demand water heater. 


Each home is to comply with current ordinances and state laws, including low impact and water 


conservation laws. 


Pervious pavement, which allows rainwater to recharge the groundwater, is to be used in the 


parking lots of the park. Impervious pavement is to be eliminated where possible. 


Each home is to come with plumbing that would accommodate an optional gray water system to 


recycle washing machine or kitchen sink water waste for use in backyard landscaping. Gray 


water is wastewater generated by washing people and their clothes. It comes from washing 


machines, sinks, shower stalls and baths. It does not come from toilets. Toilet wastewater is 


dubbed “black water,” and must be disposed of in sewer systems or septic tanks. 


Each home is to come with a rainwater collection system to reduce landscape water use. 


The landscaping of parks, common space areas and the front yards of each home is to comply 


with ordinances and state laws that call for drip irrigation of drought-tolerant landscaping. 


At the request of the county biologist, the applicant for Spring Canyon is to plant locally native 


vegetation in the open space and on slopes as long as it is 50 feet from structures. 


All new home sales offices for the Spring Canyon project are to be stocked with brochures 


highlighting the benefits of the green initiatives featured in Spring Canyon and with brochures 


from National Wildlife that inform homebuyers about the Backyard Habitat program. The 


Backyard Habitat program preserves pockets of land in its natural state, allowing native 


vegetation to thrive and wildlife to move about freely. 


At the request of the county biologist and SCOPE, the applicant agrees to plant eight holly leaf 


cherry trees for every one removed. The new holly leaf cherries are to be planted in the open 


space of the project. 







Also at the request of the county biologist, the applicant is to come up with a map of all existing 


holly leaf cherry trees on the property and indicate which ones will be impacted by the housing 


project. A map is also to be prepared showing where and how many impacts are to be made and 


the location of new plants in open space. 


Plambeck thanked Parker and Chris Perry, the planning deputy for Los Angeles County’s 5th 


District, because “they worked very well with us,” she said. 


SCOPE 
“It took us all the way to appealing to the Board of Supervisors, but we are pleased to say that 


although there was no climate chapter in this because the (environmental impact report) was so 


old, there are accommodations now that match other (sustainable) projects in areas like 


Northlake and Newhall Ranch.” 


Likewise, Parker thanked Barger’s staff, and his SCOPE critics, saying: “We’ve worked with 


SCOPE to talk about Spring Canyon. 


“This is an amendment to a project that was previously approved and we’re excited to move 


forward. There are many public benefits and we also think the project is better now,” he said. 


The planned Spring Canyon housing development is north of Highway 14 and Soledad Canyon 


Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce Canyon Road.  


It calls for one Los Angeles County Fire Department station and one Los Angeles County 


Sheriff’s Department substation to be built, two parking lots and three open space lots, all on 


nearly 550 acres.  


 


Jim Holt 
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County Counsel 
June 25, 2019
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The Honorable Board of Supervisors
TDD


County of Los Angeles ~zi3>b33-0~o,
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration Agenda No. 5
500 West Temple Street 03/26/19
Los Angeles, California 90012


Re: PROJECT NO.96-044-(5)
FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT
MAP NO.48086-(5)
FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTlTHREE-VOTE MATTER


Dear Supervisors:


Your Board previously held aduly-noticed public hearing on the above-referenced Project related to the Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative TractMap No. 48086-(5) ("Amendment'). The Amendment adjusts the sequencing.of compliance with conditions of approval and mitigation measures related tograding, road, infrastructure, parks and trails improvements, and landscapinginstallation. The Amendment also clarifies which parties are responsible forimplementation and approval of mitigation measures and adds conditions toaddress climate change considerations. The Project is located adjacent to theAntelope Valley Freeway near Soledad Canyon Road in the Soledad ZonedDistrict. Raintree Investment Corporation applied for the Amendment. Projectapproval also includes approval of the environmental review document. At thecompletion of the hearing, you indicated an intent to deny the appeal andapprove the amended Project. Enclosed are findings and conditions for yourconsideration.


Very truly yours,


Ansel


c: Sachi A. Hamai, Chief Executive Officer
Celia Zavala, Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
Amy J. Bodek, Director, Department of Regional Planning


HOA.102507422.1


MARY C. WICKHAM


Enclosures
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FINDINGS OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AND ORDER


PROJECT NO.96-044-(5)
FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.48086-(5)


The Los Angeles County ("County') Board of Supervisors ("Board") held a duly-
noticed public hearing on March 26, 2019, in the matter of Project No. 96-044-
(5), consisting of a fourth amendment ("Amendmenf') to Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 48086-(5) ("Vesting Map") and Addendum to the Environmental Impact
Report ("Addendum") associated with Environmental Assessment No. RPPL
2018004166 (collectively, the "Project Amendment'). The County Regional
Planning Commission ("Commission") previously approved the Project
Amendment at aduly-noticed public hearing on January 9, 2019. The Project
Amendment approval was appealed to the Board on January 21, 2019 by Lynne
Plambeck representing the Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the
Environment ("Appellant").


2. The subdivider, Raintree Investment Corporation ("Subdivider"), requests the
Amendment to the Vesting Map, pursuant to Section 21.38.010 of the
Los Angeles County Code ("County Code"), to adjust the sequencing of
compliance with conditions of approval and mitigation measures related to
grading, road, infrastructure, parks and trails improvements, as well as
landscaping installation. The Amendment also clarifies which parties are
responsible for implementation and approval of mitigation measures and adds
conditions to address climate change considerations.


3. On August 3, 2004, at aduly-noticed public hearing, the Board approved the
Vesting Map, Plan Amendment No. 96-044, Zone Change Number 96-044,
Conditional Use Permit ("CUP") No. 96-044, Oak Tree Permit Number 96-044,
and certified the final Environmental Impact Report ("EIR")and adopted Findings
of Statement of Overriding Consideration and incorporated the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program into the conditions of approval (collectively,
the "Project'). These approved entitlements authorized creation of a clustered
hillside residential development of 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station
site, a Sheriff substation site, 3 private park lots and 3 open space lots dedicated
to the public, 12 debris basin lots, and a public school lot on a total of 548.1
acres. Previous amendments to the Project authorized changes including
relocation of the school site, adjustment of lot lines and lot configurations,
redesign of a park site, street pattern revisions, relocation of a water reservoir,
drainage facilities and desilting basin changes, wildlife corridor changes, street
section changes for added retaining walls, addition of a sewer lift station, stream
course protection changes, grading changes, and clarified language to conditions
of approval and mitigation measures.


4. The Project site is located north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad
Canyon Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce Canyon, in
the Soledad Zoned District ("Project Site"). The irregularly-shaped property is
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vacant and undeveloped, in a mostly natural condition, with level to hilly and
steeply- sloping topography.


5. The Project Site is located within the Urban Residential ("H2") Iand use category
of the 2012 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan ("Community Plan"). Residential
development is permitted within the H2 land use category. The Project Site is
located within Zone R-1-6,000 (Single-family Residential, 6,000 Square Feet
Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-7,000 (Single-family Residential, 7,000
Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-8,000 (Single-family
Residential, 8,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-10,000
(Single-family Residential, 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone
R-1-15,000 (Single-family Residential, 15,000 Square Feet Minimum Required
Area), Zone R-1-20,000 (Single-family Residential, 20,000 Square Feet Minimum
Required Area), and Zone A-2 (Heavy Agricultural).


6. Surrounding zoning within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site includes:


North: Zone A-2-1 (Heavy Agricultural, One Acre Minimum Required
Area);


South: Zone A-2-1;
East: Zone A-2-1; and
West: Zones A-1-1 (Light Agricultural, One Acre Minimum Required Area),


R-1-11,000 (Single-Family Residential, 11,000 Square Feet Minimum
Required Area), and the City of Santa Clarita.


7. Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site include:


North: Single-family residences and undeveloped land;
South: Antelope Valley Freeway;
East: Mineral processing; and
West: Single-family residences.


8. Prior to the Department of Regional Planning ("Regional Planning") Hearing
Officer's ("Hearing Officer") duly-noticed public hearing on the Amendment, an
Addendum to the EIR associated with Environmental Assessment No. RPPL
2018004166 for the Amendment was prepared in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the State
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.) ("State CEQA
Guidelines"), and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County.


9. On September 18, 2018, at aduly-noticed public hearing, the Hearing Officer
considered the Amendment and associated Addendum. The Hearing Officer
moved to continue the matter to October 16, 2018, requesting additional time to
review the County Subdivision Committee reports and recommendations for
conditions of approval. The County Subdivision Committee, which consists of
representatives of the County Departments of Regional Planning, Public Works,
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Fire, Parks and Recreation, and Public Health, reviewed the Project and cleared
it for public hearing.


10. On October 16, 2018, at the continued public hearing, Regional Planning staff
("Staff") recommended approval of the Project Amendment, subject to the
conditions of approval and clarified mitigation measures.


Subdivider addressed the Hearing Officer with information to show why the
Amendment was needed to adjust the timing of implementation of the conditions
of approval and mitigation measures.


A member of the public expressed concerns that the Addendum comment period
did not afford the public a reasonable amount of time to consider the proposed
Amendment.


The Hearing Officer questioned whether or not the proposed Project Amendment
changes would permit the County to receive the same mitigation for impacts that
was intended with the original Project approval and continued the public hearing
to November 6, 2018, to allow Subdivider and Staff adequate time to respond.


11. On November 6, 2018, at the continued public hearing, Staff s report addressed
the Hearing Officer's concerns by indicating that the proposed conditions of
approval and clarified mitigation measures were consistent with the original
Project.


The Hearing Officer approved the Addendum, certifying that it had been
completed in compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the
Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County,
and approved the Amendment, subject to the recommendations and conditions
of approval submitted by the County Subdivision Committee.


12. Appellant timely filed an appeal with the Commission asserting that the proper
level of environmental review had not been conducted.


13. On January 9, 2019, at the duly-noticed public hearing, the Commission heard
presentations from Staff, Subdivider, and Appellant.


Appellant was represented by two speakers that voiced their concerns over
greenhouse gas emissions, water availability for the Project, and the limited
response by the County to the previously-approved Projects environmental
impacts. Appellant felt there should have been a longer public comment period
for the Addendum that was less proximate to the public hearing date. Appellant
also argued that the entitlement sought, a Map Amendment, was not appropriate.
Appellant argued this should have been processed as a Revised Map, which
would have allowed for a broader scope of review from the Commission.
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Subdivider informed the Commission of the Project status and the anticipated
next steps of final map recordation. Subdivider also answered questions from
the Commission.


Staff clarified that the Project Amendment was appropriate as this approval
sought only to implement minor changes in implementation of the Vesting Map.
The Commissioners inquired as to low and moderate housing requirements, and
County Counsel informed the Commission that such considerations were outside
the limited purview of the Project Amendment before them.


After closing the item's public hearing, the Commission discussed the merit of a
continuance to review additional materials received the morning of the public
hearing. The Commission decided there was no reason to continue the item and
the Commission denied the appeal, thus upholding the Project Amendment
approval.


14. On January 21, 2019, pursuant to County Code Section 22.240.010, Appellant
filed an appeal with the Board.


15. On March 26, 2019, at aduly-noticed public hearing, the Board considered the
appeal. The Board heard testimony from Subdivider, Appellant, and several
members of the public. The public comments were aligned in commending the
fact that after the Commission hearing, Subdivider worked with Appellant and
agreed to incorporate project design features to address Appellants concerns
about greenhouse gas emissions. The Board then indicated its intent to approve
the Addendum and Amendment, subject to the conditions of approval, which
would include the project design features.


16. The Board finds that the Subdivision Map Act defers to local jurisdictions
regarding procedures for amendments to tentatively approved maps, prior to the
recordation of a final map.


17. The Board finds that Regional Planning has developed procedures for the
processing of amendment map requests and that amendment requests may
authorize minor modifications to tentatively approved maps.


18. The Board finds that Subdivider's Amendment, as conditioned, reduces the
Project's potential environmental impacts.


19. The Board finds that Staff's review is limited to the Addendum and Amendment.


20. The Board finds that the requested adjustments and sequencing changes are- in
keeping with the intent of the original tentative approval and are necessary for
Project implementation.


21. The Board finds that the Project is consistent with the applicable regulations of
the County Code.
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22. The Board finds that the Project Amendment is consistent with the Community
Plan, because the Amendment does not alter Project elements which are
consistent with the applicable land use designations and the Community Plan's
policies.


23. The Board finds that it is appropriate to require the filing of a modification or
elimination of conditions, pursuant to County Code Section 22.236, to ensure that
the related CUP No. 96-044 is consistent with the conditions of approval for the
Amendment. The modification will capture changes with respect to earth
material export and will ensure the timing of the conditions of approval of both the
CUP and Amendment are consistent and will be required prior to issuance of
grading and/or building permits.


24. The Board finds that the adjustment to the timing of the required Sulphur Springs
School District consultation with the County's Tragic and Lighting Division of the
Department of Public Works ("Public Works") is necessary, prior to issuance of
building permits for the development of the school site.


25. The Board finds that the naming of Stonecrest Road is consistent with the current
proposal for street naming, and the previously-approved Project and the
associated third amendment, approved on October 2, 2012.


26. The Board finds that Ordinance Number 82-0050, Section 21.32.200 of the
County Code, applies to the Project, thus Subdivider will contribute its fair share
for regional infrastructure improvements at SR-14 northbound ramps/Soledad
Canyon Road and SR-14 southbound ramps north of Sand Canyon
Road/Soledad Canyon Road.


27. The Board finds that it is reasonable to augment the Soledad Canyon Road
Speed Advisory Study by requiring findings and recommendations to be
reviewed and approved, prior to final map recordation, given that results could
impact depictions to be recorded.


28. The Boarcl finds that detailed striping and signal plans for Soledad Canyon Road
improvements shall be filed prior to building permit issuance, so as to be
prepared for construction, development, and improvement of the area.


29. The Board finds that requiring installation of Soledad Canyon Road
improvements prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy is necessary.


30. The Board finds that because the final maps and all proposed lots are anticipated
to record simultaneously, it is appropriate to require completion of the proposed
active park prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 213th residential
dwelling unit.


31. The Board finds that because the final maps and all proposed lots are anticipated
to record simultaneously, it is appropriate to require completion of the proposed
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passive park prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 380th residential
dwelling unit.


32. The Board finds that because recordation of final maps grants no authorization to
construct single-family residence dwelling units, and because park development
is expected when fewer than 213 dwelling units are constructed, it is appropriate
to require a park development agreement with the County Department of Parks
and Recreation, prior to issuance of the first building permit for a dwelling unit.


33. The Board finds that because the active and passive parks are anticipated to be
constructed by Subdivider and are expected to meet the acreage obligation for
the development, a park obligation in-lieu fee credit for actual park improvement
costs is authorized.


34. The Board finds that Subdivider's grant of a fire station lot to the County in fee
title will allow the County to address fire activity and hazard concerns protecting
lives, properties, and property values.


35. The Board finds that with the provision of a fire station lot within the Project Site
boundaries, and after the proposed improvement of said lot occurs, a maximum
of 300 single-family residence dwelling unit building permits may be issued
before a second means of access to the Project Site is physically constructed to
the satisfaction of Regional Planning, Public Works, and the Fire Department.


36. The Board finds that use of an arched culvert at the southwest corner of the
Project Site, as proposed in the Amendment, is more likely to be utilized by
wildlife than the 60-inch pipe previously approved.


37. The Board finds that review and approval of landscaping plans for the planting of
manufactured slopes is appropriate prior to issuance of any grading permits.


38. The Board finds that planting of manufactured slopes is appropriate prior to
issuance of the Projects first residential certificate of occupancy.


39. The Board finds that it is appropriate to have Subdivider analyze the need for a
transit bus stop on Valley Canyon Road to the satisfaction of Public Works and
the local transit provider prior to issuance of the building permits for lot no. 514
(school site).


40. The Board finds this tract map was originally approved as a vesting tentative
map. As such, it is subject to the provisions of Section 21.38.010 of the County
Code. The Amendment changes neither the vesting status nor the map
expiration date.


41. The Board finds that approval of the Amendment does not change any map
expiration dates. The expiration date of the Vesting Map is August 3, 2019.


42. The Board finds that it is appropriate to designate open space on the final map.
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43. The Board finds that a conservation easement over the open space areas, in
addition to the required deed restriction, is necessary to protect natural
conservation lands, and to restrict construction on the lot.


44. The Board finds that it is appropriate to require an experienced agency familiar
with supervision and management of open space to be appointed prior to
issuance of occupancy for the Project. The agency shall maintain the natural,
undisturbed open space consistent with the biodiversity and wildlife connectivity
that presently exist.


45. The Board finds that the Project Site is approximately 96 percent covered by the
mapped San Gabriel-Castaic Linkage wildlife corridor and that crucial crossings
impacted by the Project are proposed to be improved with infrastructure and
indigenous, native landscaping.


46. The Board finds that requiring indigenous, native landscaping is consistent with
the existing conditions of approval and mitigation measures and supports easy
care and maintenance, and facilitates safe wildlife passage.


47. The Board finds that walls and fences beyond the proposed graded pads
constrain wildlife movement and that proposed walls and fences that restrict
movement, or are greater than three feet in height, should be limited to the
developed areas and graded pads of the Project Site.


48. The Board finds that a low wall of a maximum 42 inches in height, which is within
a developed area, separating Fuel Modification Zones B and C, will preserve
natural undisturbed areas and help prevent snakes and small wildlife from
entering developed areas of the Project Site.


49. The Board finds that transplantation of holly-leaf cherry trees and/or seedling
propagation and planting supports the native ecology of the area, is important to
the biodiversity of the area, and aids in mitigating development impact.


50. The Board finds that a conservation easement is required over areas outside of
the approved building pads of lot nos. 11-15, 33, 39-44, 55-56, 509, and 513 with
a note placed on the final map to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.


51. The Board finds that changes in grading, if needed, will allow the County to
require that Subdivider avoid using "V" ditches, which will, in turn, allow
connectivity and wildlife crossing in open space areas and the wildlife corridor.


52. The Board finds that future detailed development plans of the proposed parcels
must comply with the County's Low Impact Development and Green Building
Ordinances, as applicable, prior to building permit issuance.


HOA.102544683.1 7







53. The Board finds that the Commission used the current Mitigation Monitoring
Program to assess the proposed scope of changes and their impact on the
environment, and that proposed changes improved or reduced impacts
anticipated by the originally-approved Project.


54. The Board finds that soil testing and land banking shall be accomplished to the
satisfaction of the Director of Regional Planning to ensure the success of
mitigation trees planted.


55. The Board finds that the Final EIR was approved on August 3, 2004, which was
prepared in accordance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the
Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County.
The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR dated August 2000, the Technical
Appendices to the Draft EIR dated August 2000, the Supplemental EIR,
Responses to Comments and Appendices dated January 8, 2003, and the Final
EIR, including Responses to Comments dated July 8, 2003 (collectively, the
"Final EIR").


A mitigation monitoring program, dated July 8, 2003, consistent with the
conclusions and recommendations of the Final EIR, was prepared and its
requirements have been incorporated into the conditions of approval for the
Project.


56. An Addendum to the Final EIR has been considered, as the appropriate
environmental document for the Amendment, pursuant to CEQA, the State
CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County.


57. After consideration of the Addendum to the certified Final EIR, together with any
comments received during the public review process, the Board finds on the
basis of the whole record before the Board that there is no substantial evidence
that the proposed Amendment will have a significant effect on the environment.


58. The Board finds that the Addendum reflects the independent judgment and
analysis of the Board, and approves the Addendum.


59. Approval of the Amendment is subject to Subdivider's compliance with the
attached conditions of approval.


60. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Board's decision is based in this matter, is the
Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West Temple
Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents and
materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section, Department of
Regional Planning.
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BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CONCLUDES
THAT:


A. The proposed use at the Project Site with the attached conditions will be
consistent with the adopted General Plan and Community Plan; will not adversely
affect the health, peace, comfort, or welfare of persons residing or working in the
surrounding area; will not be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment, or
valuation of property of other persons located in the vicinity of the Project Site;
and will not jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise constitute a menace to the public
health, safety, or general welfare.


B. The Project Site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls,
fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping, and other development
features prescribed in the County Code, or as is otherwise required to integrate
said use with the uses in the surrounding area, and is adequately served by
highways or streets of sufficient width and improved, as necessary, to carry the
kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate, and by other public or
private service facilities as are required.


THEREFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS•


1. Denies the appeal


2. Approves the Addendum to the Final EIR and certifies that it has been completed
in compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental
Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County related thereto.


3. Approves the Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 48086-(5),
subject to the attached conditions of approval and recommendations of the
County Subdivision Committee.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PROJECT NO. 96-044-(5)


FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48086-(5)


This grant for a fourth amendment ("Amendment') to Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 48086 ("Vesting Map"), adjusts the timing of certain conditions of
approval and mitigation measures and clarifies requirements for grading, road
and infrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements, and
landscaping installation. The Vesting Map and related entitlements (collectively,
the "Project') authorized creation of a clustered hillside residential development
of 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station site, a Sheriff substation site, 3
private park lots and 3 open space lots dedicated to the public, 12 debris basin
lots, and a public school lot on a total of 548.1 acres (collectively, "Project Site").


2. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "Subdivider" shall include
the applicant, owner of the property, and any other person, corporation, or other
entity making use of this grant.


3. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until Subdivider, and the owner
of the subject property if other than Subdivider, has filed at the office of the
Los Angeles County ("County") Department of Regional Planning ("Regional
Planning") their affidavit stating they are aware of and agree to accept all of the
conditions of this grant. Nofinrithstanding the foregoing, this Condition No. 3 and
Condition Nos. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 shall be effective immediately upon the date
of final approval of this grant by the County.


4. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "date of final approval"
shall mean the date the County's action becomes effective, pursuant to County
Code Section 22.222.230.


5. Subdivider shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County, its agents,
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the
County, or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul
this permit approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of
Government Code section 66499.37, or any other applicable limitations period.
The County shall promptly notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding
and the County shall fully cooperate in the defense. If the County fails to
promptly notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the County
fails to cooperate fully in the defense, Subdivider shall not thereafter be
responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County.


6. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed
against the County, Subdivider shall within 10 days of the filing make an initial
deposit with Regional Planning in the amount of up to $5,000, from which actual
costs and expenses shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the
costs, or expenses involved in Regional Planning's cooperation in the defense,
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including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided
to Subdivider, or Subdivider's counsel.


A. If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach
80 percent of the amount on deposit, Subdivider shall deposit additional
funds sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000. There is
no limit to the number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior
to completion of the litigation.


B. At the sole discretion of Subdivider, the amount of an initial or any
supplemental deposft may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.
Additionally, the cost for collection and duplication of records and other
related documents shall be paid by Subdivider pursuant to County Code
Section 2.170.010.


7. If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted
hereunder shall lapse.


In the event that the Vesting Map should expire without the recordation of a final
map, this grant shall terminate upon expiration of the Vesting Map. Entitlement
to the use of property thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then in effect.


9. Approval of this amendment map does not change any map expiration dates.
The expiration date of the Vesting Map is August 3, 2019.


10. The Project Site shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity on the Project Sfte. Failure of
Subdivider to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions.


11. Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty
of a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Board may, after conducting
public meeting, revoke or modify this grant, if the Board finds that these
conditions have been violated, or that this grant has been exercised so as to be
detrimental to the public's health or safety, or so as to be a nuisance, or as
otherwise authorized, pursuant to County Code Section 22.242.030.


12. All development pursuant to this grant must be kept in full compliance with the
County Fire Code to the satisfaction of the County Fire Department ("Fire
Department').


13. All development pursuant to this grant shall conform with the requirements of the
County Department of Public Works ("Public Works") to the satisfaction of said
department.
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14. All development pursuant to this grant shall comply with the requirements of
Title 22 of the County Code and of the specific zoning of the Project Site, unless
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions.


15. Subdivider shall maintain the Project Site in a neat and orderly fashion.
Subdivider shall maintain free of litter all areas of the premises over which
Subdivider has control.


16. All structures, walls, and fences open to public view shall remain free of graffiti,
or other extraneous markings, drawings, or signage that was not approved by
Regional Planning. These shall include any of the above that do not directly
relate to the business being operated on the Project Site, or that do not provide
pertinent information about said Project Site. The only exceptions shall be
seasonal decorations, or signage provided under the auspices of a civic, or non-
profit organization.


17. In the event of gra~ti or other extraneous markings occurring, Subdivider shall
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of
notification of such occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering
such markings shall be of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color
of the adjoining surfaces.


18. The Project Site shall be developed and maintained in substantial compliance
with the Amendment to Vesting Map dated August 14, 2018.


19. In the event that subsequent revisions to the approved Amendment to Vesting
Map are submitted, Subdivider shall submit five copies of the proposed plans to
the Regional Planning Director ("Director")for review and approval. All revised
plans must be accompanied by the written authorization of the property owners)
and applicable fee for such revision.


20. All Vesting Map conditions not amended by this Amendment map and all
conditions of previously approved Conditional Use Permit ("CUP") No. 96-044
and Oak Tree Permit No.96-044 apply, except where modified herein, or as will
be required to be modified through the CUP modification process, County Code
Section 22.236, to ensure that the related CUP No. 96-044 is consistent with the
conditions of approval for this Amendment. The modification will capture
changes with respect to earth material export and will ensure the timing of the
conditions of approval of both the CUP and Amendment are consistent and will
be required prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits. Subdivider must
file for the CUP modification prior to final map recordation.


21. Prior to issuance of building permits for lot no. 514 (school site), Subdivider shall
coordinate with and notify the Sulphur Springs School District to prepare and
submit preliminary improvement plans to the Public Works Traffic and Lighting
Division.
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22. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works a copy of
a letter of intent to Caltrans, outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic
mitigations within Caltrans' jurisdiction.


23. Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall comply with County Code
Section 21.32.200, by contributing its fair share for regional infrastructure
improvements at SR-14 northbound ramps/Soledad Canyon Road and SR-14
southbound ramps north of Sand Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road to the
satisfaction of Public Works.


24. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works a copy of
a letter of intent to the City of Santa Clarita (the "City"), outlining the proposed
monitoring program for traffic mitigations within the City's jurisdiction.


25. Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall contribute its fair share to
the City to carry out improvements within the boundaries of the City's jurisdiction
to the satisfaction of Public Works.


26. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works findings
and recommendations from the Soledad Canyon Road Speed Advisory Study, to
the satisfaction of said department.


27. Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works
detailed striping and signal plans consistent with the findings and
recommendations from the Soledad Canyon Road Speed Advisory Study, to the
satisfaction of said department.


28. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any Project residential
dwelling unit, Subdivider shall construct and complete, or cause to be
constructed and completed, the approved detailed striping and signal plans
consistent with the findings and recommendations from the Soledad Canyon
Road Speed Advisory Study, to the satisfaction of Public Works.


29. Road widening improvements at the southern portion of the Project Site, adjacent
to SR-14, shall include landscaping with indigenous/native plants that can
connect and provide for wildlife passage between the Spring Canyon 10-foot-
high culvert and continue underneath Valley Canyon Road (proposed future
Yellowstone Lane) to the southern natural, undisturbed slopes. Landscaping
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any
grading permits.


30. Landscaping with indigenous/native plants shall provide for wildlife passage east
of the Stonecrest Road/Yellowstone Lane intersection. The intersection shall be
configured with indigenous/native landscaping to guide wildlife on the riding-
hiking-wildlife trail to the east and south across Soledad Canyon Road and out of
the intersection. Landscaping plans shall be reviewed and approved by the
Director prior to issuance of any grading permits.
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31. Indigenous/native vegetation shall be required on all slopes outside of fuel
modification zones, or 50 feet from structures. Revegetation of slopes in,
adjoining, and adjacent to the active park, shall be completed within five years of
the active park's complete and final construction to aid with the success and
viability of the plantings, depending on the type of habitat designed in the
landscape plan and schedule of revegetation, to the satisfaction of Regional
Planning. Landscaping plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director
prior to issuance of any grading permits.


32. Indigenous/native vegetation is required on all slopes outside of fuel modification
zones, or 50 feet from structures. Revegetation of slopes in, adjoining, and
adjacent to the passive parks, shall be completed within five years of any passive
park's complete and final construction to aid with the success and viability of the
plantings, depending on the type of habitat designed in the landscape plan and
schedule of revegetation, to the satisfaction of Regional Planning. Landscaping
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any
grading permits.


33. The bridge over Spring Canyon on Soledad Canyon Road (proposed future
improvement/widening) shall be retained or reconstructed to the satisfaction of
Regional Planning and Public Works. Bridge/street improvement plans, if
implemented by Subdivider or by a separate, agreed-upon party, shall be
reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any building permit.


34. Reduced speed is required at intersections in the wildlife corridor. Plans for the
installation of "wildlife crossing" flashing lights and signage along proposed "8"
StreetJgas line easement shall be reviewed and approved to the satisfaction of
the Director. Sign development/improvement plans, if implemented by
Subdivider or by a separate, agreed-upon party, shall be reviewed and approved
by the Director prior to issuance of any building permit.


35. Prior to issuance of any Project building permit(s), Subdivider shall establish a
Homeowner's Association ("HOA") for the Project.


36. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") of the HOA shall be
continuously maintained for the HOA. Prior to obtaining final map approval,
Subdivider shall submit a draft copy of the Projects CC&Rs, including
maintenance reserves, and any other covenants or maintenance agreements
entered into with respect to the Project, to Regional Planning for review and
approval.


37. A copy of these Project conditions of approval shall be attached and included as
conditions in the CC&Rs, and the CC&Rs shall prohibit any such condition from
being amended in any way, or eliminated, without prior approval from the
Director.
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38. Where mitigation measures have provisions for buyers to receive information in
escrow packages, the measures shall be recorded in the CC&Rs.


39. Prior to issuance of any building permits for the Project, Subdivider shall enter
into a park development agreement with the County Department of Parks and
Recreation.


40. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the 213th residential dwelling unit,
Subdivider shall complete, or cause complete construction of, the proposed
active park.


41. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the 380th residential dwelling unit,
Subdivider shall complete, or cause complete construction of, the proposed
passive park.


42. Subdivider shall pay the prevailing wage for the park improvements. Subdivider
shall be eligible for a park obligation in-lieu fee credit for actual park improvement
costs.


43. Subdivider shall grant a fire station lot in fee title to the County at a location and
size to be approved by the Fire Department.


44. Subdivider shall be authorized to develop a maximum of 300 residential dwelling
units before a second means of access is physically constructed to the
satisfaction of Regional Planning, Public Works, and the Fire Department.


45. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall place a note or notes on the final
map to designate open space areas to the satisfaction of the Director.


46. A conservation easement, to be held by an agency experienced in the
management of undisturbed land, and to be approved by the Director, shall be
placed on areas designated as open space and undisturbed areas of lot
nos. 11-15, 33, 39-44, 55-56, 509, and 513 on the tentative map. The
conservation easement shall be filed, reviewed, and approved by the Director
prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy for the project. Upon recordation,
the subject recorded conservation easements shall not be subordinate in title to
any liens, or monetary obligations. Subdivider shall provide a current title report
for each easement parcel to the agency slated to hold the easements and, shall
be responsible for all costs related to the easement review and recordation,
including title insurance.


47. Prior to issuance of any project certificates of occupancy, Subdivider shall
transfer ownership of undeveloped, natural area depicted as open space to a
public agency, ornon-profit conservation organization, to the satisfaction of the
Director, for perpetual maintenance of those portions of the open space and shall
dedicate to the County the right to restrict any and all development on said lots.
The final executed agreement shall include a reasonable endowment for
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maintenance as agreed upon by the public agency, or non-profit conservation
organization and permittee, and must be to the satisfaction of the Director.


48. Existing native and non-native trees shall be mapped to the satisfaction of the
Director, including individual holly-leaf cherry trees and California junipers.


49. Holly-leaf cherry trees impacted by the Project shall be replaced and preserved
in open space areas to the satisfaction of the Director. The Subdivider shall
provide mitigation trees of eight to one (8:1) for each tree removed. Soil testing
and land banking for the holly-leaf cherry trees shall be accomplished prior to
issuance of building permits, to the satisfaction of the Director.


50. Mitigation trees shall be planted within one year of the holly-leaf cherry tree
removals. Subdivider shall inform the Director when such trees have been
planted.


51. Subdivider or authorized party, shall properly maintain each mitigation tree and
shall replace any tree failing to survive due to a lack of proper care and
maintenance with a tree to the satisfaction of the Director. The five-year
maintenance period will begin upon notification from Subdivider that the such
trees have been planted. The maintenance period of the trees failing to survive
five years will start anew with different replacement trees.


52. A low wall made of fire-resistant material, to a maximum 42 inches in height, may
be constructed at the proposed building pad boundaries between fuel
modification Zones B and C. Zone C and beyond, shall have indigenous native
plants to the satisfaction of the Fire Department.


53. Subdivider shall avoid using "V" ditches in the open space areas, so as to allow
wildlife crossing, to the satisfaction of Public Works and Regional Planning.


54. Every residential dwelling unit within the Project Site shall be built with a solar
panel system to generate electricity equivalent to 3 KwH.


55. Subdivider shall fund 25 electric vehicle ("EV") charging stations within the
Project Site and/or the surrounding community for the public to access and use
and, once funded, these charging stations shall be installed by a third-party
electric car charging provider, such as ChargePointe or Blink.


56. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature a
220V outlet in the garage for future EV chargers.


57. No community pool is currently planned in the community; however, if any
community pool is built within the subdivision, it must be equipped with solar
panels for heating.


58. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature a
tankless on-demand water heater.
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59. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall comply
with current ordinances and State laws, including low impact and water
conservation.


60. Pervious pavement shall be utilized in parking areas of the park built within the
Project Site and impervious pavement shall be eliminated wherever possible.


61. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall be
plumbed for an optional greywater system to recycle washing machine or kitchen
sink water waste for use in backyard landscaping.


62. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature. a
rainwater collection system to reduce landscape water use.


63. All landscaping within the common space of the developed portion of the Project
Site and in the front yards of each residential lot shall comply with the County
Code and State laws, featuring drip irrigation with drought tolerant and/or native
landscaping.


64. Subdivider shall plant indigenous/native vegetation in the open spaces, and on
slopes, as long as it is outside of the fuel modification zones and 50 feet from
structures.


65. All new home sales offices within the Project Site shall have brochures available
to highlight the benefits of the green initiatives featured at the Project Site and a
brochure from the National Wildlife Federation to inform homebuyers of the
Backyard Habitat Program.


66. Subdivider has completed a plant survey to document all existing holly-leaf
cherzy trees and which trees will be impacted by the development. Subdivider
will prepare, or cause to be prepared, a map to identify and count where the
Project will impact said trees, and show the location of new trees in open spaces.


Attachments:
Subdivision Committee Report
Final EIR Addendum
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Department of Regional Planning
~+~ 320 West Temple Street


•~ ~ Los Angeles, California 90012
~
~.~".


PROJECT NUMBER HEARING DATE
96044-(5) September 18, 2018


REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS
Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.
48086 (RPPL2018004065)


SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE Environmental AssessmentRPPL2018004166


REPORT
OWNER I APPLICANT MAP/EXHIBIT SCM REPORT REPORTS ONLY


DATE: DATE: SCM DATE:
RainVee Investment Corporation, Matthew Villalobos 08/14/18 0917(18 09/20/18


PROJECT OVERVIEW
To adjust the timing of required conditions of approval relating to triggers and clarifications for grading and road andinfrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements and landscaping installation.


Subdivision: To create 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station lot, a Sheriff substation lot, three park lots, threeopen space Tots, 12 debris basin lots and one public school Iot, for a total of 514 Tots on 548.1 acres.
MAP STAGE


Tentative: ❑ Revised: ❑ Amendment: ~ Amended : ❑ Modification to : ❑ Other: ❑
Exhibit Map Recorded Map


MAP STATUS
Initial: ~ 15' Revision: ❑ 2"tl Revision: ❑ #Revision (requires a fee): ❑


LOCATION ACCESS
North of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad Canyon Soledad Canyon Road.
Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce
Road.


ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBERS) SITE AREA
3211-021-043, -044, -045, -046, -48, -050 and -051 548.1 gross acres


GENERAL PLAN /LOCAL PLAN ZONED DISTRICT SUP DISTRICT
Santa Clarita Valley (OVOV) Soledad 5~^


LAND USE DESIGNATION ZONES CSD
H2 (Residential 2 — 2 Dwelling Units Per Acre) R-1-6,000, R-1-7,000, R-1- N!A
RL5 (Rural Land 5 —1 Dwelling Units Per 5 Acres) 8.000, R-1-10,000, R-1-


15,000, R-1-20,000 and A-2
OS-C (Open Space)


PROPOSED UNITS MAX DENSITY/UNITS GRADING
(DU) (DU) (CUT/FILL, IMPORTIEXPORT, ONSITE/OFFSITE)
492 (0.90 DU/AC) H2 = 483 (2 DU/AC) Approximately 7,932,000 cubic yards combined (cut, fill, over


RL5 = 61 (1 DU/5AC) excavation and export) movement of earth material,
including approximately 82,000 cubic yards proposed to be
deposited on Tots no. 1 and 2 of TR36943-01.


ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (CEQA)
Addendum to the project's certified final EIR.


SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE DEPARTMENT CLEARANCE
Department Status Contact


Regional Planning Cleared Steven Jones (213)974-6433 sdiones na planninq.lacountv.aov


Updated 8!4/14







SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE REPORT
RAM TR48086 RPP~2018004065, 09/17H8


Public Works Cleared


Fire Cleared


Parks &Recreation Cleared


Public Health Cleared


Phoenix Khoury (626) 458-3133 pkhourvCc~dow.lacountv.aov


Juan Padilla (323) 890-4243 ivan.padilla(c~fire.lacountv.aov


Loretta Quach (626) 588-5305 IauachCa~parks.lacountv.gov


Vincent Gallegos (626) 430-5381 vgalle4osCa~ph.lacou~tv.gov
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SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE STATUS


Reschedule for Subdivision Committee Meeting: ❑
Reschedule for Subdivision Committee Reports Only: ❑


PREVIOUS CASES
TR48086, RAM TR48086-1, RAM TR48086-2, RAM TR48086-3


REGIONAL PLANNING ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND HOLDS
Case Status/Recommendation: Regional Planning staff recommends approval of the amendment fo the vesting tentativemap, subject to conditions of approval.







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION-SUBDIVISION
TRACT NO. 48086-4 AMEND TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018


We have no objections to the request to amend Vesting Tract 48086, 48086-02, and
48086-03 to accommodate clarifications to some conditions and mitigations to support
more appropriate sequencing for completing mitigations and satisfying conditions of
approval.


The following repod consisting of 74 pages are the recommendations of Public Works


The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and. policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:


Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitlement or at the time of
the first plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $5,000 with
Public Works to defray the cost of verifying conditions of approval for the purpose
of issuing final map clearances.


2. Comply with all other previously approved subdivision conditions for Tract 48086
and to the satisfaction of Public Works.


-~-IGJ ~-
Prepared by Phoeni Khoury Phone (626) 458-4921 Date 09-05-2018ir48086-ALa-new RPPL201B004065.docz
httPJ/plannina.iareuntvgov/case/v:e•:~ismend,~ent to tract maa no 43~"'~89r







`:'~, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES~~
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS


~ ~- ~~;
90a SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE


ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
W WN/.LADPW.ORG


TRACT MAP NO: 48086-4 AMENDED TENTATIVE MAP DATE: 08/14/18


DRAINAGE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, PHONE: (626) 458-4921


Approval of this map pertaining to drainage is recommended.


Prior to Final Map Recordation:


1. Provide drainage facilities to remove the flood hazard and dedicate and show necessaryeasements and/or right of way on the final map. This is required to the satisfaction of theDepartment of Public Works prior to the filing of the final map.


2. Place a note of flood hazard on the final map and delineate the areas subject to flood hazard.Show and label all natural drainage courses. Dedicate to the County the right to restrict theerection of buildings in the flood hazard area. This is required to the satisfaction of theDepartment of Public Works prior to the filing of the final map.


3. Provide fee title lot for debris basins/inlets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.


4. Nolify the State Department of Fish and Game prior to commencement of work within anynatural drainage course. If non-jurisdiction is established by the Department of Fish and Game,submit a letter of non-jurisdiction to Pu61ic Works (Land Development Division).


5. Contact the State Water Resources Control Board to determine if a Notice of Intent (NOI) and aStorm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are required to meet National PollutionDischarge Elimination System (NPDES) construction requirements for this site.


6. Comply with Caltrans permit conditions for encroaching and connecting to their drainagesystems.


7. Contact the Corps of Engineers to determine if a permit is required for any proposed work withinthe major watercourse. Provide a copy of the 404 Permit upon processing of the drainage plans.If non-jurisdiction is established by the Corps of Engineers, submit a letter of non jurisdiction toPublic Works (Land Development Division).


8. Prior to recordation of the final map, form an assessment district to finance the future ongoingmaintenance and capital replacement of SUSMP devices systems identified on the latestapproved Drainage Concept. The developer shall cooperate fully with Puhiic Works in theformation of the assessment district, including, without limitation, the preparation of theoperation, maintenance, and capital replacement plan for the SUSMP deviceslsystems and theprompt submittal of this information to Land Development Division. The developer shall pay forall costs associated with the formation of the assessment district. SUSMP deviceslsystems shallinclude but are not limited to catch basin inserts, debris excluders, biotreatment basins, vortexseparation type systems, and other devicestsystems for stormwater quality.
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~5~"~'~ COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
~~ w~xs,


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS


-" 900 SQUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331


W W W.LA~PW.ORG


9. Prior to recordation of the final map, the developer shall deposit the first year s total assessment
for the entire assessment district, based on the engineers estimate as approved by Pu61ic
Works. Thls will fund the first year's maintenance after the facilities are accepted. The County
wiil collect the second and subsequent years' assessment from the owners} of each parcel
within the assessment district.


10. Comply with the requirements of the Revised Drainage Concept I Hydrology Study /Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan which was conceptually approved on 11J18/20~0 to the
satisfaction of Public Works..


~?
Name Date 9(5/18 Phone (6261458-4921


V LQNG UONG
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County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Sheet 1 of 2PCA LX001129 Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division
EPIC LA RPPL2018004065 GEOLOGIC AND SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET
Telephone: (fi26) 458-4925 900 S. Fremont Avenue, Alhambra, CA 91803


Tentative Tract Map 48086-4 Tentative Map Dated 8N4118 (Amended) Parent TrecfGrading By Subdivider? [ ] iv o~N! „d' Location Spring Canyon
Geologist Byer Geotechnical, Inc. Subdivider Sprinp Ca~von Recovery Acquisition PLCSoils Engineer Byer Geotechnical Inc. Engineer/Arch. RBF Consulting


Review of:
Geologic Reports) Dated
So(Is Engineering Reports) Dated:
Geotechnical Reports) Dated: 9/23/10, 7/14/10
References: J. Byer Group: 6/22!05, 4119/05 1l31l05~ Pacific Soils Engineering: 5!15!00 12/17197, 11/12/97' Peira: 7/27!90


TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL FROM A GEOTECHNICAL STANDPOINT


PRIOR TO FILING THE FINAL LAND DIVISION MAP THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE FULFILLED:


Gt. The final map must be approved by the Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division (GMED} to assure that allgeotechnical requirements have been properly depicted. For Final Map clearance guidelines refer to policy memoG5051.0 in the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manua(forPreparation of Geotechnical Reports. TheManual is available at: http://dnw./acounty.govfumed/nermits/docs/manual.adf.


G2. A grading plan must be geotechnically approved by the GME~ prior to Final Map approval. The grading depicted on theplan must agree with the grading depicted on the tentative tract or parcel map and the conditions approved by the PlanningCommission. If the subdivision is to be recorded prior to the completion and acceptance of grading, corrective geologicbonds may 6e required.


G3. Prior to grading plan approval, a detailed geotech~ical report must be submitted that addresses the proposed grading.All recommendations of the geotechnical consultants) must be incorporated into the play. The report must comply withthe provisions of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manua/ (or Preparation of Geotechnica/Reports.The Manual is ava(lable at: http://dnw./acountv.govlamed/permits/dots/manual.pdf.


G4. All geologic hazards associated with this proposed development must be eliminated. Alternatively, the geologic hazardsmay be designated as restricted use areas (RUA), and their boundaries delineated on the Final Map. These RUAs mustbe approved 6y the GME~, and the subdivider must dedicate to the County the right to prohibit the erection of buildingsor other structures within the restricted use areas. For information on the RUA policy refer to policy memo GS063.0 inthe County of Las Angeles Department of Public Works Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports. The Manual isavailable at: http://dpw.lacountv.govJqmed/permits/docs/manualpdf..


S1. At the grading plan stage, submit grading plans to the GMED for verification of compliance with County Codes andpolicies.


NOTES) TO THE PLAN CHECKER/BUILDING RND SAFETY DISTRICT ENGINEER:
ON-SITE SOILS ARE CORROSIVE TO FERROUS METALS.


ti ~~'~ -'✓ G 4 Geir R. MathisenPrepared by "~ ~j ~ ~ fir,, ,y m No. 2376m;, ~ NO. GE 2849 Z ~ 
CERTIFIED~''+,


ENGINEERI_.~,~ ~ `GQ. ., ~.
So e ~j ti'~n CHN a~~~ Geology Se p cq~,~F


FOF CAU4~ 
Date 8/28/18Please complete a Customer Service urvey at htto:Ndow.lacountv.aovlgo/amedsurv~


 NOTILE: Public safety, relative to geotechnical subsuAace exploration, shall he provided in accordance with current codes for ezcavalions, inclusiveof the Los Angeles County Code, Chapter 17.48, and the State of California, Title 8, Construction Safety Orders.460E6, Sptlng Canyon,TM42 A







COUTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -GRADING
TRACT NO.048086 AMEN. TENTATIVE MAP TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018


1. Approval of this map pertaining to grading is recommended


The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works,
in particular but not limited to the following items:


Comply with approved conditions for Tract Map No. 48086.


me Erik Rodriquez Date 8/27/2018 Phone (6261458-4921







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -ROAD
TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.)
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AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018


We have no objection to the amendment requests. The following revised conditions
supersedes ail previously approved conditions:


1. The centerline of all local streets shall be aligned without creating jogs of less
than 150 feet. A one-foot jog may be used where a street changes width from a
60-foot to a 58-foot right of way.


2. The minimum centerline radius is 350 feet on all local streets with 40 feet
between curbs and on all the streets where grades exceed 10%.


3. A minimum centerii~e curve length of 100-feet shall be maintained on all local
streets. Curves through intersections should be avoided when possible. If
unavoidable, the alignment should be adjusted so that the proposed BC and EC
of the curve through the intersection is set back a minimum of 100 feet away
from the BCR's of the intersection. Reversing curves of Iocai streets need not
exceed a radius of 1500-feet and any curve need not exceed a radius of 3,000-
feet.


4. Adjust the location of the PRC on "B" Street (also known as Pistache Way) so
that it is either at or outside the BCR of "F" Street (also known as Burkwood
Court). If unavoidable, maintain a minimum centerline radius of 400 feet.


5. The central angles of the right-of-way radius returns shall not differ by more than
10 degrees on focal streets.


6. Provide standard property line return radii of 13 feet at all local street
intersections, including intersection of local streets with General Plan Highways,
and 27 feet where all General Plan Highways intersect, or to the satisfaction of
this Department.


7. Driveways will not be permitted within 25 feet upstream of any catch basins when
street grades exceed 6 percent.


8. Dedicate right of way 32 feet from centerline on "A" Street (also known as
Lindera Avenue) from Yellowstone Lane to "H" Street (also known as Calluna
Drive), "H" Street (also known as Cailuna Drive), Stonecrest Road and
Yellowstone Lane,


9. Dedicate right of way 30 feet from centerline on "A" Street (also known as
Lindera Avenue) cul-de-sac north of "H" Street (also known as Cailuna Drive)
plus additional right of way for the cui-de-sac bulb, "B" St. (also known as
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AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018


Pistache Way), "C" Street (also known Pale Leaf Court) from "E" Street (also
known as Shenandoah Lane) to "D" Street (also known as Aster Place, "E"
Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) north of "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way), "I" Street (also known as Anise Avenue), on "J" Street (also
known as Madrona Drive) from Stonecrest Road to "i" Street (also known as
Anise Avenue), "K" Street (also known as Aralia Way), "P" Street (also known
as Canyon Osk Way) plus additional right of way for a cul-de-sac bulb, "T"
Street (loop also known as Myrtus Way and Lantana Road) plus additional right
of way for a standard knuckle" and "V" Street (also known as Sargent Lane).


10. Dedicate right of way 32 feet from centerline on Yellowstone Lane between
Stonecrest Road and the westerly tract boundary. Permission is granted to
reduce the parkway from 12 feet to 4 feet on the south side of Yellowstone Lane
adjacent to the Freeway 14 right of way (Typical Section D-D is not necessarily
approved as shown) only at locations to the satisfaction of Public Works.
Sidewalk is not required on south side of Yellowstone Lane between Stonecrest
Road and the westerly tract boundary (Typical Sections C-C and D-D).


1 1. Dedicate right of way 29 feet from centerline plus additional right of way for a
standard cul-de-sac bulb on "C" Street (also known as Pale Leaf Court) west of
"D" Street (also known as Aster Place), "D" Street (also known as Aster Place),
"E" Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) west of "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way), "F" Street (also known as Burkwood Court), "G" Street (also
known as Spire Court), "J" Street (also known as Madrona Drive) north of "I"
Street (also known as Anise Avenue) and south of Stonecrest Road, "L" Street
(also known as Lydia Terrace), "M" Street (also known as Daphne Court), "N"
Street (also known as Caffra Place), the unnamed street (also known as
Empress Way), "Q" Street (also known as Hollyleaf Court), "R" Street (also
known as Buckwheat Drive, "W" Street (also known as Privet Way), "X" Street
(also known as Pearbush Court), and "Z" Street (also known as Cassia Way).


12. Dedicate vehicular access rights on "T' Street (also known as Myrtus Avenue)
from the school lot (Lot 514). If the Department of Regional Planning requires
the construction of a wall, complete access rights shall be dedicated.


13. Permission is granted to reduce the road right of way from 32 feet to
approximately 23 feet from centerline on the easterly half of Stonecrest Road in
the vicinity under the Antelope Valley Freeway adjacent to the proposed
equestrian/wildlife trail to the satisfaction of Public Works. Sidewalks are not
required on the east side of Stonecrest Road in the vicinity under the freeway
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adjacent to the proposed equestrian/wildlife trail. The proposed
equestrian/wildlife trail shall be located outside of the road right of way.


14. Prior to final map approval, the subdivider shall enter into an agreement with the
County franchised cable N operator (if an area is served) to permit the
installation of cable in a common utility trench.


15. Provide and install street name signs to occupancy of building(s).


16. All existing and new utility lines shall be underground to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works per Section 21.24.400 of Title 21 of the Los Angeles
County Code. Please contact Construction Division at (818) 458-3129. for new
location of any above ground utility structure in parkway.


17. Provide adequate landing area at a maximum 3°/a grade on all "tee" intersections
except "F" Street (also known as Burkwood Court) and "Z" Street (also known as
Cassia Way) to the satisfaction of Public Works. Permission is granted to
provide adequate landing area at a maximum grade of 4 percent on "F" Street
and "Z" Street.


18. Install postal delivery receptacles in groups to serve two or more residential
units.


19. Construct drainage improvements and offer easements needed for street
drainage or slopes.


20. Plant street trees on all streets to the satisfaction of Public Works.


21. Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, and sidewalks on all streets.
Modifications to sidewalk locations and grades along Stonecrest Road shall be
subject to approval and to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.


22. Construct curb return and offsite pavement transitions at the intersection of
Stonecrest Road and 5oledad Canyon Road to the satisfaction of Public Works.


23. Offsite improvements are required. It shall be the sole responsibility of the
developer to acquire the necessary right-of-way and/or easements.


24. Provide 64 feet of offsite full street right of way or easement and construct full
street improvements (base, pavement, curb, gutter, sidewalks, street trees, and
street lights) on Yellowstone Lane including the offsite portions fronting the
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subdivision, on Yellowstone Lane future street within Tract 36943 joining
existing improvements in Tract 36943 and on Stonecrest Road joining Soledad
Canyon Road to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Modified
street cross section shall be approved by the Department of Public Works.


25. Construct roadside barriers (if needed) at locations to the satisfaction of Public
Works.


26. Design the intersection of Stonecrest Road with Soledad Canyon Road to
provide a 60mph sight distance (vertical and horizontal) from the iocai street.
Provide 650 feet of sight distance on Soledad Canyon Road from Stonecrest
Road based on its 60mph design speed. Additional right of way or airspace
easement dedication and/or grading may be required.


27. Provide intersection sight distance for a design speed of 40 mph (415- feet) on
"A" Street (also known as Lindera Avenue) from "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way) (northerly direction), from "H" Street (also known as Calluna
Drive) (southerly direction), from "O" Street (also known as Empress Way)
(southerly direction) and from "V" Street (also known as Sargent Lane) (northerly
direction); on "H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive) from "I" Street (also
known as Anise Avenue} (westerly direction); on Sto~ecrest Road from "H"
Street (also known as Cailuna Drive) (southerly direction); and on Valley Canyon
Rd. from the proposed driveways serving Lot 496 (both directions). Line of sight
shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easement to the satisfaction of
the Department of Public Works. Additional grading may be required.


28. This previously approved road condition is modified to, "Provide intersection
sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 30 mph (310 feet) on "B"
Street (also known as Pistache Way) from "Z" Street (also known as Cassia
Way) (Southerly direction), "E" Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) from
"C" Street (also known as Pale Leaf Court) (southerly direction), on "I" Street
(also known as Anise Avenue) from "N" Street (also known as Caffra
Place)(southerly direction), Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate
airspace easement to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.
Additional grading may be required."


29. Provide intersection sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 25mph
{260 feet) on "L" Street (also known as Lydia Terrace) from "M" Street (also
known as Daphne Court) (northerly direction). Line of sight shall be within right
of way or dedicate airspace easement to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works. Additional grading may be required.
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30. Provide stopping sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 30 mph
(200 feet) along "I" Street (also known as Anise Avenue) in the vicinity of lots 491
to 492. Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements
to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Additional grading may be
required.


31. Provide stopping sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 40mph
(300 feet) along "A" Street (also known as Lindera Avenue) in the vicinity of lots
186 to 190; along "H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive) in the vicinity of lots
209 to 213, Tots 416 to 418 and lot 502; along Stonecrest Road in the vicinity of
lots 401 to 403; and along Yellowstone Lane in the vicinity of lots 8 to 10 and lot
494. Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements to
the satisfaction of Public Works. Additional grading may be required.


32. In determining the adequate sight distance with respect to the position of the
vehicle at the minor road, the driver of the vehicle is presumed to be located 4
feet right of centerline and 10 feet back the top of curb (TC) or flow line (FL)
prolongation. When looking left, we consider the target to be located at the
center of the lane nearest to the parkway curb. We use 6 feet from TC as a
conservative rule. When looking right, the target is the center of the lane nearest
to the centerline or from the median TC (when present). The lines of sight
and/or airspace easements as depicted on the amendment map are not
necessarily approved.


33. Permission is granted for street grades up to 12.5% on the off-site portion of
Yellowstone Road within Tract 36943 and 11 % on "E" Street (also known as
Shenandoah Lane) only at locations to the satisfaction of Public Works.


34. Permission is granted to vacate excess right of way on Yellowstone Road.
Easement shall he provided for all utility companies that have facilities remaining
within the vacated area.


35. Provide a site plan showing driveway locations and parking lot circulation for Lot
514 (school site) to avoid queuing problems on any of the choice of access point
from either 5tonecrest Road or "H" St (also known as Caliuna Drive). and for a
more efficient drop-off/pick-up area to the satisfaction of Public Works.


36. Prepare signing and striping plans for Stonecrest Road and Soledad Canyon
Road within or abutting this subdivision to the satisfaction of Public Works.
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37. Prior to Building permit issuance, pay the fees established by the Board of
Supervisors for the Eastside (Route 126) Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District (B&T District). The fee is to be based upon the fee rate
in effect at the time of building permit issuance. The current applicable fee is
$19,440 per factored unit and is subject to change. Record a covenant (subject
to the approval of Public Works) at final map approval to encumber
parcels/property owners with provisions requiring payment of applicable B&T
District fees prior to building permit issuance.


38. If any ultimate improvements are constructed by the subdivider and accepted by
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, or if any fair share
payments for ultimate improvement work are made and are included as District
improvements in the Eastside (Route 126) Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District, then the subdivider may be issued credits which may
then be used within the Eastside District. Reimbursements will only be made on
improvements constructed by the subdivider that are included as District
improvements and are deemed ultimate improvements (as opposed to interim
improvements).


39. Prior to issuance of building permits) for Lot 514 (school site), the developer
shall coordinate with and notify the Sulphur Springs School District (SSSD) that
the preliminary school site plan, traffic circulation plan, the informational packets
or brochures, and the student drop-off/pick-up procedures shall be prepared and
submitted to our Traffic and Lighting Division for review and approval. We
recommend a mechanism for enforcement and levying of non-compliance
penalties be included in the plan. The SSSD shall prepare informational packets
containing the approved student drop-off/pick-up procedures and provide them
to the parents/guardians of the students.


40. Comply with the attached May 15, 2012 memorandum from our Traffic and
Lighting Division to the satisfaction of Public Works. As indicated in the attached
letter, detailed signing and striping and traffic signal plans for the required
improvements on Soledad Canyon Road at Stonecrest Road shall be submitted
to Public Works for review and approval prior to final map recordation and
installed prior to issuance of Building Permit of the first residential unit.


41. Construct additional pavement and transitions on Soledad Canyon Road to
accommodate the requirements from Traffic and Lighting Division May 15, 2012
memorandum.


42. The project shall submit to Public Works a copy of a letter of intent to Caltrans,
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outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic mitigations with the
jurisdiction of Caltrans prior to Final Map recordation. The project shall enter into
an agreement with Caltrans prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy of first
residential unit.


43. The project shall submit to Public Works a copy of a letter of intent to City of
Santa Clarita, outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic mitigations
required per the March 27, 2003 memorandum from Watershed Management
Division along the south approach improvements at Sand Canyon and Soledad
Canyon within the jurisdiction of City of Santa Clarita prior to Finai Map
recordation. The project shall enter into an Agreement with City of Santa Clarita
prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy of first residential unit.


44. The project shall analyze the need for horizontal alignment signs as well as
speed advisory signs along the Soledad Canyon Road from SR-14 to Agua
Dulce Canyon Road. The project shall submit the findings and any
recommendations resulting from this analysis to Public Works for review and
approval prior to Final Map recordation. Detailed striping and signal plans for
these improvements shall be prepared and submitted to Public Works for review
and approval prior to issuance of Building Permit of first residential unit and
improvements completed prior to issuance of Certrf'icate of Occupancy of first
residential unit.


45. Comply with the attached March 27, 2003 memorandum from Watershed
Management Division except for the following conditions which are not
applicable and eliminated:


■ _
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46. Comply with the attached September 4, 2018 street lighting requirements or as
otherwise modified by Public Works.


47. Permission is granted to record 20-acre parcel map prior to recordation of tract
map providing private and future right f ways are offered and slope easements
are dedicated on all streets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works.


~G Prepared by Patricia Constanza Phone (6261458-4921 Date 09-05-2018tr4BO86ra-0







May 15, 2012


TO: Anthony Nyivih
Land Development Division


Attention Steve Burge/r


FROM: Dean R. Lehman d-'"~
Traffic and Lighting Division


SPRING CANYON PROJECT
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (APRIL 6, 2011)
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48086


We reviewed the Technical Memorandum dated April 6, 2011, (copy attached)
regarding conditions of approval for the proposed Spring Canyon Project located
on Spring Canyon Road north of Soled~~d Canyon Road in the unincorporated
Pinetree area.


We generally agree with the Technical Memorandum that the proposed roadv~ay
improvements are acceptable in satisfaction of the mitigation measures and tract
map conditions of approval listed below (copy of Mitigation Monitoring Program dated
July 8, 2003, and Tentative Tract Map No. 48086 revised contlitionS dated March 7, 2000,
are attached). The project shall 6e sule(y responsible for implementing the improvements
prior to issuance of any huliding permits, unless the project submits an alternative tragic
control plan acceptable to Public Works. Detailed stripinglsigning and tragic signal plans
for the improvements shall 6e submitted to Public Works for review and approval.


Soledad Canyon Road at Spring Canyon Road


Mitigation measure (July 8, 2003):


"The project applicant proposes to install a new traffic signal and widen the
intersection to provide an zastbound left turn lane and through lane and
a westbound right-turn lane and through lane. The extent of wldening will provide
for sight distance along Soledad Canyon Road fora 60 mph design speed."


Tentative Tract Map Condition (March 7, 2D00):


"Design the intersection of Spring Canyon Road with Soledad Canyon Road
to provide a 60 mph sight distance (vertical and horizontal} from the Iocal street.
Provide 65D feet of sight distance on Soledad Canyon Road from Spring Canyon
Road used on its 6Q mph design speed. Additional right of way or airspace
easement dedication and(or grading may be required."
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Proposed improvement to satisfy mitigation measure and tentative tract map
condition:


The project shall modify the Intersection to provide one left-turn lane and one free
right-turn lane on the north approach, one shared through/right-turn lake on theeast
approach, and one left-turn lane and one through lane on the west approach.
The eastbound left turn shall operate as a fully protected left-turn phase.


The project shall install a new traffic signal with advanced warning signs and
flashing beacons in accordance with the concept plan included in Exhibit A.
The flashing beacons shall operate continuously 24 hours a day and 7 days a week.


Soledad Canvon Road —State Route lSRI T4 to Sprinq Canvon Road


Mitigation measure (July 8, 203):


"In order to fully mitigate the project traffic impacts on this roadway segment,
Soledad Canyon Road shall be widened to accommodate a total of three lanes.
A three-lane section of roadway should include one Zane in each direction plus
a center passing lane that could serve both westbound (In the a.m.) and easthound
(in the p.m.J tragic."


Proposed improvement to satisfy mitigation measure:


The project shall provide one free right-tum lane on the north approach at the
intersection of Soledad Canyon Road at Spring Canyon Road in accordance vrith
the concept plan included in Exhibit A.


In addition, the project shall analyze the need for horizontal alignment signs as well
as speed advisory signs along Soledad Canyon Road from SR-14 to Agua Dulce
Canyon Road. The project shall submit the findings and any recommendations resulting
from this analysis to Public Works for review and approval. The project shall be solely
responsible for implementing the improvements recommended by this analysis prior
to final map recordatlo~. Detailed striping and signing plans for any recommended
improvements shall 6e submitted to Public Works for review and approval.


If you have any further questions regarding the review of this document, please contact
Gerald Ley of the Tragic Studies Section at E~rtension 4822.


~MS:ch
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IN flEPLY PIEnEE 
WM-4R4'ERTO FILE


TO: Daryl Koutnik
Department of Reg


FROM: Rod Kuhomoto a.,w~-~
Watershed Management Division


RESPONSE TO A SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SPRING CANYON PROJECT CVesti~ Tentat%ve lruat No. ~So86)
UNINCORPORATED COUNTY OF
LOS ANGELES AREA OF SPRING CANYON


Thank you far the opportunity to provide comments on fhe Environmental Impact Report
for the Spring Canyon Project. The project consists of the subdivision of a currently
vacanE site into 542 single-family residential lots, one fire station lot, two private park
sites, and one lot far future elementary school use. The project site is located
immediafely north of the Antelope Valley Freeway (Highway 14) and Soledad Canyon
Road within the unincorporated County of Los Angeles area of Spring Canyon. We
have reviewed the submittal and offer the following comments:


Traffic and Lighting


The project, upon its anticipated completion in 2005, is estimated tb generate
approximately 6,056 daily vehicle trips, with 626 vehicle trips, and 547 vehicle trips
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.


The Significance Criteria Section on Page 20 for the County of Los Angeles is incorrect
and shall be corrected as follows:
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According to the CounEy of Los Angeles' Traffic/Access Guidelines for inEersections, asignificant projecf-relafed Traffic impact is determined hased on the following:


Pre-Project VIC LOS Project Related Increase in V/C


0:71 to 0.80 C 0.04 or more
0.81 to 0.90 D 0.02 or more
0.91 or mare E/F 0.01 or more


following intersections and roadways an
the projects impacts to a level 'of less
responsible forthese improvements.


ect traffic alone will significantly impact tha
the following improvements will fully mitigate


than sign cant. The project shall be solely


Sorinct Ganvon Road/Saledad Canyon Road


This is the project's main entrance. The intersection shall be modified to provide oneshared left-right-fum lane and one exclusive right-turn lane on The north approach.On the east approach, provide sufficient pavement on Soledad Canyon Road for onethrough lane and one shared fhroUgh/rfghf-turn lane (instead of one Through lane andone right-turn lane recommended in the Supplemert4ai Environmental Impact Report),and on the west approach, aleis-turn lane and one through lane.


Pay the entire cost for the installation of the fraffiic signals. Traffic signals shall only beinstalled when actual traffic conditions warrant the signals.


Install a crosswalk on the east side of ifie intersection rather than on the west side toavoid heavy dual-lane right-turn vehicle movements in conflict with pedestrianmovements.


Detailed striping and. signal plans for these improvements shall 6e prepared andsubmitted to Public Works for reviev✓and approval.


Spring Canyon Road


A minimum vehicle lane width of 18 feet should be provided from north of theState Route 14 (SR-14) overpass columns to Valley Canyon Road for disabled vehiclerefuge.
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Any grade change in pedestrian sidewalk. must comply with the Americans with
Disabilifiss Act.


Seventeen feet of vertical clearance should be provided at the SR-14 overpass and
Spring Canyon Road.


Detailed striping, signage, and signal plans for these improvements shall be prepared
and submitted to Public Works and fo the State of Cai'hornia Department of


_ ____ ,___Trensportation_{CaltransZfnrreview_andagproval.,___ __ ,~. ,___ ___.,__ __._.._


Soledad Canyon Road


Widen Spring Canyon Road from SR-14 eastbound ramps fo Spring Canyon Road to
provide a total of three lanes. A three-lane section of roadway shall include one lane in
each direction in addition to a center passing lane in. the upgrade portion of the roadway
that could serve hoth wesf6ound and easthound traffic.


Detailed road construction, striping and signage plans shall ba prepared and submitted
to Public Works far review and approval.


Since this project is within the Eastside Bridge and Majorl'horoughfare Construction
Fee District, the cost of this Improvement will be given as a credit toward the projects
Bridge and Major Thoroughfare District fee.


SR-1~ Southbound RampslSoledad Canyon Road


Pay the entire cost for the installation of the franc signal. Traffic signals sfiail only be
installed when actual traffic conditions warrant the signals. Since the signalization of
the intersections is included in the Eastside Bridge and fviajor ,Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District, the project sfiaii he given the credit against the District fees.


The cumulative traffic of the project and related projects in the study will significantly
impact the fallowing intersections. The project shall pay its fair share of the cost for the
following improvements needed to fully mitigate its cumulative traffic impacts to a level
of insigniflcance.
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SR-14 Northbound RampslSoledad Canvon Road


Restripe the south approach of Phis intersection to provide for two through lanes.
The two through lanes vrill be carried north of the intersection under the SR-14 Freeway
bridge to join two westbound lanes which currenfly exist.


The project is wifhin the Eastside Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction Fee
District. The project shall pay its flair share of the DisErict fees.


'=—=='Ttte=prtij~~E'VWill~o~have—anyimpa6f~to'a Congestion -ManagernenfYrogram route,
infersections, or freeways.


The following intersections impacted by the project traffic alone are within tfie City of
Santa Clarita's jurisdiction. Therefore, the C'rty's approval Is needed to implement these
mitigation measures:


Sand Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road


Pay project's fair share of the cost to improve the south approach of the intersection for
the ultimate improvements that will provide dual left-turn lanes, i~No through lanes,.
two right-turn lanes, and modification of trafficsig~als.


SR-14 Southbound Ramps North of Sand Canyon RoadlSoledad Canyon Road


Pay project's fa(r share of the cost to improve the east approach of the intzrsection for
the ultimate improvements tfiat will provide dual left-turn lanes, three through lanes,
and modification of traffic signals.


A freeway Traffic impact analysis has been conducted and determined that no
projecE-related significant traffic impact will occur to the mainline freeways. Inasmuch
as Calirans has the jurisdiction over the freeway system, Caltrans shall review this
document for any CEQA traffic impacts and rnitigafion measures proposed as
necessary.


If you have any questions, please contact James Chon of our Traffic Studies Section
at (626)300-4721.
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Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance


We have reviewed the subject document and have no comments.


(f you have any questions, please contact Kyle Kornelis at (626) 300-3322.


Watershed Managemenf


The proposad project should incfuda investigation of watershed management
op~ortufiitiesfo-maximize -cap ure o "loeal' ~ainfa(1-o' ri the project -life, ~immafa
incremental increases in flows to the storm drain system, and provide filtering of flows to
capture contaminants originating from the project site.


If you have any questions regarding the above comments or the environmental review
process of Public Works, please contact Massie Munroe at the above address or at


~~ (626) 458-4359.
a
k ~}MM:kk


A:IEIRZ]1.00C


bc: Traffic and Lighting
Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance


+„ ,,, Watershed Management (LafrertyJ
~.i







Y
t{OG ~ay~


7 F


.u~,+~ 9~~ "~


,~~{ T ~• .
'
~ 


~•.


~AIIN~~


JAMES A. NOYES, Oirtcl~r


October 30, 2002


COUNTY OT LOS ANGELES


DEPARTi«1VT OF PUBLIC R'OAKS


90a W VfH FREh[OM AYTL:
AL4A`AORA, CALIFOPiV1.4 9190]-Il)1


Telq.6oa: (aze~ ua-s iw
www.ladpw.org


TO: James E. Hartl
Planning Director


_-.-_ -_--_.-.Departrraentof-Regional=Planning-- --__


Attention Daryl Koutnik


FROM: James A. Noyes
Director of Puhlic Works


SHADOW PINES PROJECT


TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY (JULY 30, 2002)


VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.48086


A3~AESSALL CLWYESP~N~EN(.ETa:
PA. BOX li6U


A1N.tMBM ~1J3F'ON1~A 91803~1~60


IN FEPLY PLEASE
ft~E4T4 FRE T-~


W e have reviewed the above-mentioned document su bmitted bythe Project traffic consultant


and agree with the analysis and conclusions in the study.


The Projectis generally located north of Soledad Canyon Road atSpring Canyon Road in the


unincorporated County of Los Angeles area. The Protect consists of the development of


542 single-family residen6ai lots, three open space loss, a fire station lot, a sheriff's substatio n


lot, and iwo park site lots. Contiguous to, but not a part of, the Project is a nine-acre


elementary school site for a maximum studerrt capacity of 75D students.


The Project upon iEs anticipated oornpletion year in 2005 is estimated to generate


approximately 6,056 dailyvehicle trips with 626 vehicle trips and 547 vehicietrips during the


a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.


We agree with the study chat the Projecttraffic alone will significantly impact the following


intersections and roadways and the following improvements ~vili fully miiigate the Project's


impacts to a level insign~cance. The Project shall be solely responsible for these


improvements.


F►LE COPY
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Sorinq Canvon P.oad/Soledad Canvon P.oad


This is the ProjecPs main entrance. The intersection shall be modified fo provid
e one


shared left-/right-turn lane and one exclusive right-turn lane to the north approac
h.


On the east approach, provide sufficient pavementon Soledad Canyon Roadforone


through Iane and one sfiared through(right-turn lane, and on the west app
roach,


a left-furn lane and one through lane.


'_`- - " -̀Peythe-entire-wstforthe~instaliationofthetrafficsignals-Trafficsignafsshallon
lybe ---- - -


installedwhen actual traffic conditions warrant the signals.


Install a crosswalk on the east side ofthe intersection rafherthan on the west 
side to


avoid heavy dual-lane right-turn vehicle movements in confifct with pedestrian


movements.


❑etailed striping and signal plans for these improvements shall be prepared and


submitted to Public Works for review and approval.


Sorina Ganvon Road


A minimum vehicle vtidth of 18 feet should 6e provided from norih of 
the SR-1A


overpass columns to Valley Canyon Road for disabled vehicle refuge.


Any grade change in pedestrian sidewalk must comply with the America
ns with


Disabilities Act.


Seventeen feet ofvertical clearance should be provided at the SR-14 ov
erpass and


Spring Canyon Road.


Detailed striping, signage, and signal plans forthese improvements shall b
e prepared


and submitted to Public Works and to the State of California Depart
ment of


Transportation for review and approval.


Soledad Ganvon Road


W iden Spring Canyon Road from SR 14 eastbound ramps to Spring 
Canyon Road to


provide atotal ofthreelanes. Athree-lane section of roadway shall inc
lude one lane


in each direction plus a centerpassing lane in the upgrade portion of the 
roadwaythaf


could serve both westbound and eastbound.
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D eta filed striping and signage plans shall be prepared and submitted to Public Works
for review and approval.


The cumulative trafficoffhe Projectand related Projects in the studywill signincantiy impact
the follov✓ing intersecEions. The Project sHali psy its fairshare ofthe costfor the following
improvements needed tofully mitigate its cumulative traffic impacts to a level insignificance:


Soledad Canyon RoadlSR-14 Eastbound Ramos


Restripe the south approach of this intersection to provide for two through lanes.
The twothrough lanaswill be carried north of the intersection underthe SR-14 Freeway
bridge to join two northbound lanes which currently exist.


The Project is within the Eastside Bridge and MajorThoroughfare Construction Fee District.
The Project shall pay fits fair share of the District fees.


The Project wifi not have any impacE to a Congestion Management Program route,
intersections, or freeways.


The following intersections impacted 6y the Project traffic alone are within the City of
Santa Clarita'sjurisdiction andthusCity'sapproval is needed to implementthese mitigation
measures:


Soledad Canvon Road/Sand Capon Road


Pay Projects fairshare of the cost to improve the south approach of the intersectlon
for the ultimate Irnprovemenfs thatwiil provide dual left-turn lanes, two through lanes,
two right-tum lanes, and modification of traffic signals.


Soledad Canvon Road/SR-14 Westbound Ramps East of Sand Canvon Road


Pay ProjecPs fair share ofthe cost to improve the east app roach ofthe intersection far
the ultimate improvemenfsihatwili provide dual left-turn lanes and three through lanes
and modification of tragic signals.
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liyou have any questions, please contact James Chon of ourTraffic and Lighting Division
at (626}300-4721.


~~ JHC:c~
Ti1TLN31WPFILE5IFILE5ISMH'.L15PgWG CANYOtiSHAGOW?INE502


cc: Land Design Consultants, Inc. (Christy Cuba)


bc:. Ronald .l,_Ornee _ . _ _ _..
T. M. Alexander
Land Development (Hunter, Ruiz, Willer)
Watershed Management (David)







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
TRAFFIC AND LIGHTING DIVISION


SUBDIVISION, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) 8 R3 REVIEW
STREET LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS


Date: 9/04/18


T0: Jose Suarez
Project Entitlement ~ CEQA Section
Land Development Division


Attention Phoenix Khoury


FROM: Inez Yeung
Street L(ghting Section
Tragic and Lighting Division


Prepared by Emmanuel Okolo


STREET LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS
RPPL2018004065 TR 48066.4


Provide streetlights on concrete pales with underground wiring on all streets and highways within and around TR 48086-
4 to the satisfaction of Department of Pubifc Works or as modified 6y Department of Public Works. The streetlights shall
6e designed as a County owned and maintained (LS-3) system. Submit street lighting plans along with existing
and/or proposed underground utilities plans to Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for
processing and approval.


Provide a streetlight on a concrete pole with underground wiring along the property frontage on to the
satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modified 6y Department of Public Works. Submit street lighting
plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities plans to Traffic and Lighting Division, Street
Lighting Section, for processing and approval.


Provide streetlights on concrete poles with underground wiring on non-gated private or public future streets along the
property frontage on to the satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modified by Department of
Public Works. Submit street lighting plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities pans to
Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and approval.


Provide streetlights on concrete poles with underground wiring on gated private future streets} along the property
frontage on with fixtures acceptable to Southern California Edison and to the satisfaction of
Department of Public Works or as modified 6y Department of Public Works. The operation and maintenance of the street
lights shall remain the responsibility of the ownerldeveloper/Home Owners Association until such time as the streets)
are accepted for maintenance 6y the County. Assessments will be imposed on portions of the development served by
gated private and future sVeets (if any} as a result of benefits derived from existing or Future streetlights on adjacent
public roadways. Submit street lighting plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities plans to
Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and approval.


Provide street Ifghting plans to upgrade the existing streetlights from High Pressure Sodium Vapor to lED along the
property frontage on to the satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modifed by Department of
Public Works. Submit street lighting plans along with existing andtar proposed underground utilitas plans to
reffic andn Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and paproval.


New streetlights are not required.







ANNEX,4TION AND ASSESSMENT BALLOTING REQUIREMENTS:


The proposed project or portions of the proposed project are not within an exisii~g lighting district. Annexation to
street lighting district is required. Street lighting plans cannot be approved prior to completion of annexation
process. See Conditions of Annexations below.


Upon CUP approval (CUP only), the applicant shall comply with conditions of acceptance listed below in order for
the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the streetlights. It is the sole responsibility
of the owner/developer of the project to have ail street lighting plans approved prior to the issuance of building
permits. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the owner(developer of the
project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans prior to the issuance of a certificate of
occupancy.


Upon issuance of an Agreement to Improve (R3 only), the applicant shall comply with conditions of acceptance
listed below in order for the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the streetlights. It is
the sole responsibility of the owner/developer of the project to have all street lighting plays approved prior to the
issuance of building permits. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the
owner(developer of the project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans prior to the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy.


~~ Upon tentative map/Parcel maP aPProval (subdivision onlY), the applicant shall comply with conditions of
~~J// acceptance listed below in order for the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the


streetlights. It is the sole responsibility of the ownerldeveloper of the project to have all street lighting plans
approved prior to the map recordation. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of
the ownerldeveloper of the project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans. If phasing of the
project is approved, the required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the
owner/developer of the project and will be made a condition of approval to be in place for each phase.


CONDITIONS OF ACCEPTANCE FOR STREET LIGHT TRANSFER OF 81LLING:


All required streetlights in the project must be constructed according to Public Works approved plans. The
contractor shall submit one complete set of "as-builP' plans. The lighting district can assume the responsibility for
the operation and maintenance of the streetlights by July 1st of any given year, provided alb required streetlights in
the project have been constructed per Public Works approved street lighting plan and energized and the
owner/developer has requested a transfer of billing at (east by January 1st of the previous year. The transfer of
billing could be delayed one or more years 'rf the above conditions are not met. The lighting district cannot pay for
the operation and maintenance of streetlights located within gated cammu~ities.
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The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:


1. The subdivider shall install and dedicate main line sewers, pump stations and
serve each building/lot with separate house lateral to the satisfaction of Public
Works or have approved and bonded sewer plans.


2. A sewer area study for the proposed subdivision (PC11877AS, dated
10117/2017) and outlet approval from the City of Santa Clarita (PC11961AS,
dated 4/30!2018) was reviewed and approved with mitigation. The sewer area
study shall be invalidated should there be an increase in the total number of
dwelling units, an increase in the density, dwelling units occur on previously
identified building restricted lots, a change in the proposed sewer alignment, an
increase in the tributary sewershed, a change in the sewer connection points, or
the adoption of a land use plan or a revision to the current plan. A revision to the
approved sewer area study may be allowed at the discretion of the Director of
Public Works. The approved sewer area study shall remain valid for two years
from the date of sewer area study approval. After this period of time, an update
of the area study shall be submitted by the applicant if determined to be
warranted by Public Works.


3. See the attached will serve letter agreement from the Newhall County Water
District dated October 12, 2018.


4. See the attached Outlet Approval requirement with the sewer mitigation
agreement from the City of Santa Clarita dated April 30, 2018.


5. See the attached City of Santa Clarita requirement and approval for Final Map
Recordation dated August 2, 2018.


6. The subidvider shall install off-site sewer mainline to serve this subdivision to the
satisfaction of Public Works.


7. The subdivider shall provide any necessary off-site easements to construct the
off-site sewer improvements to the satisfaction of Public Works. It shall 6e the
sole responsibility of the subdivider to acquire the necessary easements/or right
of way.


Pre d by Nikko Paiarillaga Phone_(626) 458-3137 Date 08-23-2018
TR48086-45A-NEW
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SANTA CLARITA
23920 Valencia Boulevard • Soi[e 300 • SanCa Clari~a, Cnlifomia 91353-2196


Phonc: (661) 259-2469 • F1LE: (661) 2598125


WLL~I~.SantY-[~un1a. Wm


August 2, 201 S


Mr. Diego G. Rivera, PE
County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
900 S. Fremont Ave.
Alhambra, CA 91803


Dear Mr. Rivera


Subject: TR 48086 -Spring Canyon Development, City Approval for Final Map Recordation
City Record Number: SS18-00009


This letter is intended to notify the County of Los Angeles (County) that the City of Santa Clarita
(City) is granting approval for the recordation of Final Maps for the proposed Spring Canyon
Development project (Tract 4808 .


Our recent discussions with representatives for the Spring Canyon Recovery Acquisition, LLC
(Developer) have indicated that the Developer will obtain the required bonds on behalf oFthe
Santa Clarity Valley Water Agency for the Shadow Pines Sewer Lift Station improvements prior
to the County Boazd of Supervisors' hearing date of September 25, 2018.


Based upon these commitments by the Developer, the City grants approval to allow for the
project Final Maps to be recorded by the County. Please contact me at (661) 255-4968 or at
spickett@santa-ciaritacom if you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further.


Sincerel , ~--


. Shannon L. Pick tt, PE, LS
Interim Assistant City Engineer


SLP:dIy
sww~meR+eeart+~7~u~r+rasaooei-sr~~e c~r~ssieu000a~cny~mR s~~an~.o..i o~~xoic aoa


cc: Robert Newman, Director of Public Works
Mike Hennawy, City Engineer
Ronil Santa Ana, Assistant Engineer
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There were two different design criteria used to analyze the sewer system, the LACDPW
criteria and the City of Santa Clarita/NCWO criteria. Each sewer reach was analyzed with the
appropriate design criteria based on the ownership of the pipe, i.e. City pipes were analyzed
using City design guidelines and LACDPW pipes were analyzed using IACDPW guidelines.
Below is a brief description of each agencies design criteria.


The !os Angeles County Department of Pu61ic Works design criteria as stated in; Policies for
Managing Available Sewer Capacity and Sewage Discharge in Excess of Design Capacity,
identifies maximum sewer capacities. The Los Angeles County design criteria identifies that
alI sewer pipes 15-inches and smaller are considered full (700 percent) when the ratio of the
depth of flow (d) over the pipe diameter (D) is equal to 0.5, expressed as d/D = 0.5. For
those pipes that exceed this capacity (101 percent to 150 percent), no flow measurements or
mitigation is required unless maintenance records warrant these actions. If the capacity
exceeds 150 percent flow measurements are required. Sewer pipes 15-inches and greater
are considered fu11(100 percent) when the ratio of the depth of flow (d) over the pipe
diameter (D) is equal to 0.75. It should be noted that the County is in the process of refining
the maximum capacity criteria for sewer pipes 15-inches and greater, therefore this report
identifies al/ pipes 15-inches and greater with a d!D equal to or greater than 0.75. Upon final
review, some of these pipes may not require mitigation or flow monitoring.


The City of Santa Clarita and NCWD design criteria state that pipes that are 15-inches and
smaller must not exceed 50 percent full, while pipes 15-inches and greater may flow 75
percent full.


VII. PROPOSED MITIGATION


Based on the existing sewer capacity analysis, it was found that under each scenario portions
of the existing sewer system exceed the maximum capacity currently allowed and require
mitigation. It was agreed upon by the City, that any existing sewer pipe that exceeds its
allowable capacity due to the addition of Spring Canyon flows, shall be up-sized to
accommodate the ultimate flow. Any pipe that exceeds capacity based upon future
developments (beyond Spring Canyon), shall be the responsibility of the future development
project to improve. A Sewer Mitigation Agreement was recorded between the developer and
the City agreeing to the proposed off-site sewer mitigation (See Appendix J). Pipelines that
require mitigation have been identified in Appendix D, as well as Table 3 below. Please also
see Exhibit 5, which identifies the pipelines that require mitigation.


Table 3 —Deficient Pipe Summary
Minimum


Ultimate Segment Existing Pipe Prapertles Required Pipe
Street Name


Number
Flow - Properties


Size Slope Length
d/D (%)


Diameter d/D(cfs)
MH # MH q (ink (%j (ft) (in) (%)


Se uoia Road 11184 2.551 207 52 8 6.20 347 52.3% 12 31.9


Sequoia Road 11184 2.588 51 SO 8 2.00 273 783% 15 31.4
Sequoia Road 11184 2.606 50 49 8 2.12 239 77.13'0 15 31
Se uoia Road 11184 2.629 A9 48 8 2.72 311 70.4% 15 29.3


Sequoia Road 11154 2.705 48 47 8 6.32 141 55.1%. 12 32.6


lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 267 266 18 0,52 328 75.6% 21 47.1
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Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 266 Z65 18 0.52 302 75.6% 21 47.1


Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 265 264 18 O.SZ 303 75.6% 21 47.1


Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.076 264 2fi3 18 0.52 302 75.9% 21 471


lost Canyon Road 9768R 14.010 142 141 18 OZO 157 140.0% 30 .53.3


Lost Can on Road 9768R 14.010 141 140 18 0.20 114 100.0% 30 533


Lost Can on Road 9768R 14.010 140 134 1S 0.20 19 100.Oh 30 533


Lost Canyon Road 9768R 14.010 139 138 18 0.20 350 100.0% 30 53.3
Note: Deficient pipes identified for Scenario 1 only. Please also note that ultimate flows account(or additional requirements
set forth by the City of Santa Clarita as well as planned upgrades by the NCW D. See Appendix H for details.


VIII. SHADOW PINES SEWER LIFT STATION


The Shadow Pines Sewer Lift Station (SPSLS) is currently owned and operated by the
Newhall County Water District (NCWD). NCWD has been in discussions with the City of
Santa Clarita and the County to transition ownership of the lift station and force main to the
City, and operation of the facility to the County. Per review by the County, the lift station does
not meet the County's current design standards. The City and the County have requested
that the Iift station 6e upgraded to the current County design standards, prior to the lift station
being transferred. The County provided a comment letter to NCWO identifying the elements
of the lift station that do not meet current County design criteria. NCW~ and the developer
are currently reviewing the feasibility of implementing these improvements as a part of the
Spring Canyon project. Upgrades to SPSIS will be required in order to accommodate the
development. The extent of the upgrades will ultimately be determined by the owner of the
lift station.


IX. CONCLUSION


Based on the findings of this report, a majority of the existing downstream sewer system has
adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed Spring Canyon development. However,
some of the existing sewer lines may exceed maximum allowable capacity as future
developments are constructed, and may require mitigation.


Table 3 contains deficient pipelines identified using Scenario 1 flows. These pipes have been
analyzed under an ultimate flow condition to determine the minimum required pipe diameter.
The ultimate flow condition accounts for flows identified in Scenario 3, with additional flows
added as a request by the City of Santa Clarita as well as future upgrades planned by the
Newhall County Water District. Please see Appendix H for a detailed description of the
ultimate flow used to determine the proposed diameters, as well as the capacity calculations
for the mitigated pipes. It should 6e noted that the mitigated pipes were examined with the
same slope and length as the existing pipes.


Flow tests maybe required to determine actual flow conditions, and will require cooperation
and coordination between the City of Santa Clarita, Newhall County Water District, and the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. Flow test locations will be selected based
on this analysis and discussions with the above-mentioned agencies.
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T6i~ ~~`~I2 _~3~"I7G ~i7I~1~ ~GRE£'1iE1T ~~~ ̀~ min€'~ is u~d~ end za~i~c~i
aa~ a ~~'~actiu~ ~ afl D~c.Er~f3~- V 8 . ?~1=Via; ~ ~et~~+~zn vie Cif of Santa C~~ita, ~
m re~ ~^ -~r~T3~+n,1~~~~~ ~z _3~~~) ~'a~~nca~ Bnas7~s-azz~, ~uit~ a~3~. ~au~ CiariTa, C~it"arni~
X33 ~~? ' i 9t~, ~~l~r ̀ ~i~-~'~ a~rl ,~ ~~~r La Ian J~iE, ~ 1.C. a Delaarara limi~zd li~~ilat~•
rfl~~ara}- I z~d a~ ' rb'_~' C~alv~~a~ }tt~ad. Sua1~'~~_ Ca~a~asas. CA ~Jl ~ {?_ {"SCL")=


PI~Fl.i3i1~ ~itl` 3'T~'1'E3IElV'7'8


~. 5~L is e~~+ao~~ in a reai~eniial ~et~la~g~ment ~rojzct It~cated in the Couniv oi~Las
~~~eles (t~e'~eunic"2 adja~en? tt~ the Cit} o~ ~a~na C3arita, i na~~~ as Sprint/ Canyo~~ Tentat6z~e
Traci X10. •$SASS {ihe ̀'Springy Caisson Dc~elopnieni°'). the ]enal e~~scription fir ~~hid3 is ariached
hereto as E~6ihit 'u1" ~nda~ac~r;rtara~~~ htre~n by reterzuce {t~z ̀'Propzrty' ).


B. 77a~ Ceti+ and SCI. ~cl:nu~+•let3ae that additional development adjacent to the City
creates seti~er capaeits° issues that co3ivibute io [lie nte~ for a se~~•er improvement project; and as
a condition to the City°s approia] o~~tl~e seiw~er aria s4~dti°. as set forth in a report dated June 2~},
2011 pregaz~i b}• R13F Consulling, {il~e "Off-Site 5e~cer :area Studv for the Springy Canyron
Derelopment'), the City°desires that the Cif° and JCL enter into this r~~=regiment.


C. Tlie Cily ]}as rcyuest~d, and SCL has a~reeri, that, subject to the provisions of this
Agreement, 5CL ti~-ill construct zhe approtiitnately 3,136 lineal Feet of sewer line upgrade
improvements described in "Table 3 —Deficient Pipz Summary" of the Off-Site Sewer ~'lrea
Sludv for the Spring Can}un De~~elopmeni. chiefly consisting of the upsizing of five existing 8-
inc1~ diameter setiver segments (1,~ 1 I Ll'} to the required l3-inch and 15-inch diameter gravity
se4ver line in Sequoia Raad ~ietV:een ~IammotU Lane and ille northeast intersection with
Yellowstone Lane; and tl~e upsizin~ of four existing 1$-inch diameter sewer segments (1,235 LP)
to die required 21-inch diameter er~t~ity setiver lice in Lost Canyon Road beginning at Oak
Spring Road and heading westerly; and die upsizinv of four existing 1$-inch diameter sever
segments (b~4Q LF) to the required 30-inch diameter gravity sever line in Lost Canyon Road
beginning at Sand Canyon Road and heading wester)}~ (the "ProjecP'~. Attached hereto as
Exhibit "6'° and incorporated herein is a conceptual schematic of tl~e Project.


NOW THCIZ~PORG. the Parties agree as f'ollotivs:


1. Prerequisites to Recordation of Final Tract Map. Prior to the recordation
hereafter on behalf of SCL of the first final tract map periaining to any portion of the Spring
Canyon Development for which a connection will be made to the existing sewer line in
Yellowstone Lane (the ̀'First Recordation"), SCL shall (a} obtain the City's appxovat of the
Project, including the design of the Project, which approval shall not be withheld unreasonably,
and (b) provide to the City documentation, reasonably satisfactory to the City, of a performance







bares ~am~~ an 1~~ ~~j~~t ~ an,amovna ~ga~al s~ one 3~ ~a~ Pert~~t {I a~ of t~ Iasi


sCsa~ ze ~ a~z3 3~ er_ td~~ ̀ '~as3 ~ii~ate~ i~ iba a~sra ie amo~mi tai be
~~aa~i ~as~d ~+n a~ s~m~t ~~a~ 3r~1 L~,- F ~ansu~vng as r~f~r~nc~3 a~ati~ in


Itz:sil~ ̀ ~," b_r• a ~~sl ~d ~~a~t~~z c~~ it m~a9e i~~«° SQL grid a~prfl~'ec~ b}~ Lie Ciiy prit~r to the Firs


3_ C~an~]~lien of Ps~*~cr~ SCL rnvst rnm~ale#~ the P'r~jetf prior la the Los Angeles


{~outaia D~~a;tm~a a~~'~i~lic'~~'ork~ z~rta~~•in~ the sompleut~n o9 the 1'~71o~~stonz lift Stziion
~d ~h~ lih ~tiot~ Sinn piac~d into ser+ifie,


~. r1lt~ma3~ ?~li~iAatiora. ]~; ai asa~~ lime prior to SCL`s com~nencemeai of the actua9
consir~x~ian of ih~ ~'rnjc~-i a; ene-isionez~ alaar e, ~1~ Cita~ ~pprol~es a different seller area study


Y13at n~aY af~,:ci tli~ rfls~ii~a~ a~sz~.aue faom the S~rin~ Canr`on L}e~°zlopment SCL ma~T submit


for i]~e City 's consideration a prt~pa~ai for an allern~ti~e to the Project to mitigate the issues
rLfemnced abovve in Recital "$. ' In the e~ ent of such suUmission. the Cih- agrees in evaluate


sach altcrnaiite in e~od fait~i.


~. Coaperafion_ Rein~burse~nents. Ljpc~n execution of this Agreement, 5CL and the


Citl shall canfirni to tl~e Cauat}= that SCL l~s sausfizd the Cit}'s sa~~er mitination mquirements


related to tl~e Project. in addition. tl~z Cite agrzes that SCL's full performanec in accordance


~+~it1i this Agreement shall saTisfi= all obligatir~ns To the Cit}- ralatzd to impacts of tl~e Spring


Canyan Deti~elopmeat upan. and connection to. the setieer sen+ice ~a~iihin the Cite. This


Agreement s1~a31 not prevent ar preclude SCE's entitlement to reimbursements from third party


projects benefitted by tli~ upsizeci seder improvements incorporated by SCL into the Projzcl for


the cost of sever facilities constn~cted bt• SCL pursu~ntl to this Agrzement har•ing a capacity


exceeding that required. to miti~afe the se«~er impact of the Springy Canyon Development, as such


reimbursements are provided under applicable lai~~.


6. Go~~ernine La~~~s. This rloreement shall be governed by, interpreted by, and


construed in accordance with tl~e lativs of the State of California. Any litigation or claims related


to this Agreement shall Ue determined by the state and federal courts located in Los Angeles,


CA.


7. Partial Invalidit~~. If any provisions of this Agreement shall be he]d invalid or


unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of this Agreement shall


nevertheless continue in full force and effect.


8. Non-Wai~~er. '~lo waiver of 1ny provision of ti~is Agreement shall be effective


tmless in writing and signed b}' the authorizzd representative of a Party. No failure or delay by a


party in exercising any right, power or remedy' under this Agreement shall operate as a waiver of


the right, po4ver or remedy.


9. Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth the entire aereement between the


Parties with respect to the subject business contemplated in this Agreement and supersedes all
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Order No. 31DD6A48


P/#RCEL 'I.


DESCRIPTION


THE WEST ONE HALF AF THE NORTHHUES? gUARTER DF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE


19 WEST„ SAN BERNARDIND MERIDJAN JN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF


GAL7FORNIA, ACCDR~ING TD THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT


LAt~N OFFICE 4N APRIL 23, 1860.


EXCEPT TJ9EREF.ROM AN llN➢1VIDED ONE-S1X7EENTH INTEREST IN AND 70 ALL 011 ANO GAS
IN AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, IN PATENT


RECORDED 1Xil BOIIK 77785 APGE "la?, OFFICIAL RECORDS.


ALSD EXCEPT THEREFRQM ALL CRUSE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHA~TUPA AND ALL


HINDRED SU6STAi+tCES ANQ DTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID UIN~ OWNED BY GRANTORS


BELOW A DEPTH ~F 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVIEW PROPERTIES,


I NC., A CIIRPDRA310N, BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, "1967 IN BOOK D 3649 PAGE 291 AS


I NSTRUMENT ND. 2~DS3 OFFICIAL RECORDS.


PARCEL 2r


THE EAST HALF DF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 74


WEST, SAN BERNARDIND ~IERiDIAN, ~CCDRDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED


I N THE D75TRICT LAND OFFJCE ON APRIL 23, "1860.


EXCEPT TNEREFROPA AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TQ ALL OIL AND GAS


1 N AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVES TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IN PATENT RECORDED


1 N BOOK 17785 PAC£ 112, OFFICIAL. RECORDS.


AL50 EXCEPT THEREFR6M ALL CRUDE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM AND ALL


KINDRED SUBS3'ANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS


BELOW A DEPTH OF SDO FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVEIW PROPERTIES,


I NC., A CORPORATION, BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1967 ~N BOOK D 3699 PAGE 291 AS


I NSTRUMENT ND. 27D0 OFFICIAL RECORDS.


PARCEL 3:


THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8 AND THE N6RTHWEST QUARTER Of


THE NORTHWEST Qt1ARTER OF SECTION 17. ALL IN TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14 WEST, SAN


BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE


DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON APRIL 23, 188D.


EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TO ALL DIL AND GAS


I N ANO UNDER SAID LANG AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, IN PATENT


RECORDED IN BOOK 17785 PAGE 112, OFFICIAL RECORDS.


ALSO EXCEPT THEREFROM, ALL CRUDE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM, AND ALL


KINDRED SUBSTANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS


BELOW A DEPTH OF 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVIEW PROPERTIES,


I NC., A CORPORATION BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1967 IN BOOK D 3699 PAGE 291 AS


I NSTRUMENT N0. 2700, OFFICIAL RECORDS.


ALSO EXCEPT FRAM SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION


17, THAT PORTION THEREOF DESCRIBED AS FO~LDWS:
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BEGINN7N6 HT A PDINT 37D.1S FEET NORTH OF 7F1E SDUTtfiWEST CORNER OF 7HE NORTHWEST


4UARTER BF ?HE NDRTFIWEST QUARTER DF SECTION 17; THENCE 250 FEET' NORTHEAST
FOI10W1NG BOUNTY RDA :; THENCE 7SQ NDRTHWEST 70 SECTIDN LINE; THENCE 3D0 FEFI'
SQUTF7 Tfl 'flE FD1NT nF BEG'INNING_


ALSD D(CEPT THAT PDRTION OF SAID N6RTHWE57 QUARTER DF THE NDRTNWEST t1UARTER OF
SECT3UN 3~ LYING SDUTHER~Y OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED LINE:


BEGINNING A7 A ~O7NT 7N THE 34ESTERLY LJNE OF THE NDR7NWEST i~UARTER OF SAID
SECT1LNm '17 D15~AN7 71iEREON 56UTH 0 DEGREES '19'Z'i" WEST 827.82 FEET FRQPd THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 17 SAID LAST MEM'IONED POINT BEING AL50 THE


TRtlE PDINT OF iBEG9NNING DF THE DESCR1P710N AND BE1NG A CARVE CONCAVE


NDRTHWESTERLY, fi~Vl'.NG A RJ~DIUS OF 420 FEET, THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SA10


CURVE, FROAR A TANGENT NHICH SE}1R5 NORTH 69 DEGREES 28'AS" EAST THROUGH AN ANGLE
OF Z9 DEGREES 36'fl~'" AN ARC DISTANCE OF P"16.98 FEET. TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE


SQUTHERLY, HAVING A RALt~US OF A80 FEEI; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE,
TNR011GH AN ANGLE DF 37 DEGREES 03'11" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 477,97 FEET; THENCE


TANGENT Tp SAID LAST A4ENTIDNED CURVE, SOUTH 83 DEGREES 34'04" EAST, 116.61 FEET
TO A TANGEM CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 570 FEET; THENCE
EASTERLY AL(3NG SA1D CURVE, THR~UGN AN ANGLE OF 26 DEGREES 25'23 AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 262.87 FEFf; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID LAST MENTIDNED CURVE. NORTH 70 DEGREES


30'33" EAST, 9B3.84 FEET TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHVdESTERLY HAVING A
RADItlS OF 57D PffT; 'THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH AN ANGLE OF


32 ~EGRE£5 26'37" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 322.76 FEET TO THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID


NORTHWEST flUARTER OF SECTION l7 DISTANT ALONG SA10 LAST MENTIONED NORTHERLY LINE


NORTH 89 DEGREES 38'55" WEST 516.81 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE


NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 17.


PARCEL 4:


THE EAST HRLF OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION S, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14


WEST, SAN BERNARDINO PAERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE QFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED


I N THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON APRIL 23, 1880.


EXCEPT THAT PORTION OF SAID LAND, DESCRIBED AS FOIIOWS:


BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID EAST HALF, THENCE ALONG THE


SOUTHERLY LINE THEREDF, NORTH 89 DEGREES 38'55" WEST 516.81 FEET TO A CURVE


CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 570 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG


SA10 CURVE FROM A TANGENT WHICH BEARS NORTH 38 DEGREES 03'56" EAST, THROUGH AN


ANGLE OF 1 DEGREES 35'13" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 15.78 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TQ SAID


CURVE NORTH 36 DEGREES 28'43" EAST 92.04 FEET TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE


SOUTHEASTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 630.00 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SA1~


CURVE, THROUGH AN ANGLE OF 20 DEGREES 15'59" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 222.84 FEET;


THENCE NORTH 56 DEGREES 44'42" EAST 272.19 FEET; THENCE NORTH 48 DEGREES 19'16"


EAST 95.05 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID V'dEST HALF, DISTANT ALONG SAID


EASTERLY LINE NORTH 0 DEGREES 54'32" EAST 454.57 FEET FROM SAID SOUTHEASTERLY


CORNER, THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE SOUTH 0 DEGREES 54'32" WEST 454.57 FEET


TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.


EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TQ ALL OIL AND GAS


I N AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IN PATENT RECORDED


I N BOOK 17785 PAGE 1.12. OFFICIAL RECORDS.
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AtSD EXGEFT +fHEREFRaM OIL LRUOE 01-L, PETROLEGM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM ANA ALL


KINtIRED SUBSTAT]CES AND DTHER MINERALS {1NDER AND IN SAID LANG OWNED BY GRANTORS


BELOW A .DEPTk~ DF 3DD FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TD FAIRV3EW PROPERTIES,


1NC., :A CORPDRA710N BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 7967 IN 800K D 3699 PAGE 291 AS


INSTRONIENT N~~ ~7DD, OFFICIAL IRECOR~S.


PARCEL 5:


THAT PORTION DF THE NDRTH HALF OF THE NORTHEAST gUARTER QF THE NORTHWEST pUARTER


OF SfC71DN "I3, 7`D9lNSHIP A NORTH, RANGE 74 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN,


ACCORDING Ttt THE OFFICIAL PLAT 4F SAID LAND FILE11 ]N THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON


APR9L 23,. '1'860, DE~CR~BED AS FOLLOWS:


BEG9NNIiNG AT THE NORTHWESTfRLY CORNER DF SA10 NORTH HALF ~F SAID NORTHEAST


QUARTER ~F SAID NORTHWEST RUARTER; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID


SEC31flN 37„ SOUT31 89 DEGREES 38'35" 'EAST, 737.65 FEET; THENCE SOl1TN 42 DEGREES


54'99" WfST, 96,73 FEET: THENCE SOUTH 71 DEGREES '17'08" WEST, 268.71 FEET;


THENCE WESTERLY 1N A ~1RECT LINE TO A POINT IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SA10


NQRTHEAS'f QUARTER, DISTANT ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE 307.64 FEET SOUTHERLY FROM


SAID NORTHWESTERLY CORNER; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE, 30"I.6A


FEET TD T}lE POINT OF BEGINNING.


IXCEP7ING AND RESERVING UNTO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ANY AND ALL RIGHTS OF


I NGRESS ~0 AND EGRESS FROr^7 THE REAL PROPERTY HEREIN CONVEYED TO OR FROM THE


FREElNAY LYING SOUTHERLY OF SA10 REAL PROPERTY, AS SEf FORIN IN DEED RECORDED


NOVEMBER "35, 1963 IN BOOK D2257 PAGE 979. OFFICIAL RECORDS.


IT !S THE PllRPOSE OF THE FOREGOING EXCEPTION ANO RESERVATION TO PROVIDE THAT NO


EASEMENT OF ACCESS IN AND TO SAID FREEU~AY SHALL ATTACH OR BE APPURTENANT TO THE


PROPERTY HEREBY CONVEYED BY REASON OF THE FACT THAT THE SAME A6UT5 UPON A PUBLIC


WAY ADJDINiN6 SA10 FREEWAY, WITH ACCESS ONLY TO THE FREEPJAY BEING RESTRICTED.


ALSO EXCEPT THEREfROM ALL MINERALS, OIL, GASES AND OTHER HYDROCARBONS BY


IMiATSOEVER NAME KNOWN THAT MAY BE 59TH OR NOT OTHERWISE RESERVED UNDER THE


PARCEL OF LAND HEREINABOVE DESCRIBE6 WITHOUT, HOWEVER, THE RIGHT TO DRiI~ DIG OR


MINE THROUGH THE SURFACE THEREOF, AS EXCEPTED IN THE DEED ABOVE MENTIONED.


PARCEL 6:


THAT PORTION OF THE EAST HALF OF SECTION 8, T04YNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14 WEST, SAN


BERNAROINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT THEREON DESCRIBES AS


FOLLOWS:


BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID EAST HALF DISTANT THEREON


NORTH 0 DEGREES 54'32" EAST 369.68 FEET FROM THE SOt1THWEST CORNER OF SAID EAST


HALF; THENCE NORTH 46 DEGREES 19'16" EAST 1047.46 FEET; THENCE NORTH 35 DEGREES


37'05" EAST 976.26 FEET; THENCE NORTH 49 DEGREES 41'00" EAST 411.66 FEET; THENCE


FROM A TANGENT WHICH BEARS NORTH 28 DEGREES 18'50" EAST NORTHEASTERLY ALONG A


CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY ANO HAVING A RADIUS OF 2170 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL


ANGLE OF 29 DEGREES 14'57" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 1107.77 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO


SAID CURVE NORTH 57 DEGREES 33'47" EAST 295.65 FEET; THENCE NORTH 21 DEGREES


09.'17" EAST 415.75 FEET TO A POINT IN THE EAST LINE OF SA10 SECTION DISTANT


THEREON NORTH 4 DEGREES 2Z'56" WEST 831.11 FEET FROM THE QUARTER CORNER IN SAID


EAST LINE; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST LINE NORTH 4 DEGREES 22'56" WEST 1820.28 FEET,


MORE OR LESS, TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 8; THENCE ALONG THE NORTH
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L9 NE OF SAID SECT]-ON NQRTH E9 DEGREES 42'36" WEST 259A.66 FEET, A7bRE DR LE55, TD
THE NORTHWEST CDRNER OF SAID EAST HALF OF SAID SECTION 8; THEAICE ALONG SAiD
WESTERLY ZINE DF ~aA1D EAST HALF S011TH 0 DEGREES 54'32"' WEST A935.08 FEET, 1~RORE
OR LESS, TO THE iPOINT OF BEGINNING_


EXCEP7 THDSE PDRTIDNS 'INCLUDED tUITHiN THE SOUTHEAST 4UARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARSER OF THE NDRTH~'EST 4UARTER OF THE S011THEAST RUARTER AND THE SOUTHNIEST
QUARTER Df THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST 4UARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST
QUARTER OF SAID SECTION B.


EXCEPT THEltEFR0A9 53~ OF ALL PETROLEUM, OIL, NATURAL GAS, MINERALS, OR OTHER
HYDROCARBON 57IBSTANCES IN DR UNDER THE LAND DESCRIBED, EXCEPT ALL PETROLEUM,
OIL, hIATURAL CRS. MINERALS OR ANY OTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES IN OR UNDER THE
LANG ABdS~E A DEPTH 'OF 525 FEET FROPA THE SURFACE, WITHOl1T THE RIGHT QF SURFACE
ENTRY, GRANTOR CQVENANTS AND AGREES WITH GRANTEE ANO FOR HIS HEIRS, SUCCESSORS
AND ASSJGNS 7flAT IF GRANTOR DR HIS HEIRS. Sl1CCESSORS AND ASSIGNS SHALL FOR A
PERIQ~ OF 2fl YEARS FJ20~ DATE OF THIS DEED COR~v4ENCE DRILLING OR PAINING OPERATIONS
FOR PETROLEUM, O1L, NATURAL GAS, MINERALS. DR OTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES THE
GRANTEE AN➢ H1S HEIRS, SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TD REMOVE ANY
OR1Li1NG R1GS, TOWERS, OR OTHER STRUCTURES WHICH MAY BE ERECTED TO A HEIGHT
GREATER THAN 2D FEET ABOVE THE SURFACE WITHIN 180 DAYS AFTER THE CESSATION OF
SUCH BRILL7N6 flR ~11NING OPERATIONS BUT IN NO EVEM' MORE THAN 2 YEARS AFTER THE
COMdAENCEldENT THEREOF, AS RESERVED IN THE DEED DATED JULY 9, 1976 AND RECORDED
JULY 20, '~97b AS 1NSTRUh1ENT ND. 1213, QFFICIAL RECORDS.
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R'ATI:R AND Sb:tii'ER ST,R~'IC~ AGRE~MEN'C


IDENTtFICf\TTON.


This Water and Sewer Service Agreement ("AgreemenP') is made and entered


into effective Chis _EZ clay of Oc~ragE~a.~, 2006, by and between PARDEE 1[O~~iL-S,


a California corporation (hereafter "Developer"), and NEWHALL COUNTY WATER


DtS1'R[CT, a public ~k~ater district ("NCWD"), sometimes referred to individually as a "Party'


and collectively as Parties", and is based upon the lollo~ving facts:


2 RECITALS.


A. Developer has the right to acquire approximately Sd8 acres of property in


the unincorporated area of Los Angeles Cuunty known as Pinetree . Said property is described


in Exhibit A and depicted on Exhibit B attached I~ereto (the "Property").


B. Developer has plans to develop the Property for residential use into 494


lots, plus related public facilities Cor fire pro(ection, la~v enforcement and open space parks. The


improved residential lots and related public facilities are laiown as Tract tap No. =1808( and


commonly reRrred to as "Spring Canyon" (hereafter the "DecelopmenP')
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C. In order to accommodate Uie intended residanlial use of the Property,


De~~eloper needs ro obtain a reliable water supply and a means bti~ which wastewater map 6c


cz~Ilected and transmitted to County Sanitation District facilities for treatment and disposal.


D. On October 19, 200Q NCWD issued the County of Los .Angeles a water


seraice 4Vi11 Serve letter far the Development.


E. NCWD provides water on a retail hasis for domestic and fire protection


purposes within its boundaries and operates a sewtige lift station and ~~arious saver transmission


lines in the vicinity of the Property (together "Water and Scs~~er Ser~~icc" and separately "Water


Service" or "Sewer Service" as [he case may be).


F. NCWD ewrently provides Water Senice (iORI groundi~~ater supplies and


front imported rvater purchased from Castaic Lake Water Agency ("CL~VA"), a wholesaler of


imported seater supplies.


G. In order fi r NC~.'D to provide Water and Suter Sen-ice to the Properiy,


certo-~in ne~v water and se~cer facilities ~i~ill have to be ctesi~ned and constructed and other


existing facilities t'or the production, transmission, storag4 and distribution of ~+pater anet ~c'aste


grater operated by NCWD maq have to be upgraded and!ur expanded.


H. NC~~D acknowledges Ihat upon the upgrading of esistin~ water and se~vcr


' system facilities and the constnietion of additional water and se~cer system impro~ernents. and
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provided there is an adequate water supply available, NCWD should he able to ~~rovide Wutcr


and Sewer Service to the Developmci~t, subject to NCltiD's ndes and regulations regarding


Water and Scorer Service.


T. Developer is willing to enter into this Agreement to provide for the design


and constniction of die _additional water and sewer system improaements and ups ailing of


certain existing water and sewer system Facilities required by NC4VD in order for NCWD to


provide Water and Server Service to the Development.


3. AGREEMENCS.


Nd~V, "CHEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:


3.1. DEVELOPER REQUlI2E\9ENTS t\Nll OBLIGATIONS. De~cloper


agrees to perform or cause to be performed the following:


3.1.1. The Parties ackna~eled~e and agree that although some water


and sesvcr facilities necessary to protiide senice to the Development exist, NC~VD cannot no«'


determine or identify what upgrades or additional water and sever facilities need to tae designed


and constructed to accommodate the Development. Acenrdingly, Qe~~cloper shall desien and


construct, or cause [u be designed and conetnicted, al its sole cost and expense in accordance


with NCWD's Standard Specifications (or Constniction, subject to the inspection and reasonable


3 -


n ~~«~mem. y a sau~F si,~d.~.- w~,~ s~~~~~.: r~~*m<.~ur mmm~~ r im oar_ ~ u.} v.,,.~~~so~~.i ;,: r~ a ~,y s:~.







a


approval of NCWD, including approvals of materials, :end in compliance with all legal


requirements and applicable rules and regulations, all upgrades of existing Facilities tincl


additional water and sewer system ficilities i~hich NC'~VD shall masonably cletemiine arc


necessary to provide sereice to the Development (together "Water and Sewer System Facilities"


and separately "bVater System Facilities and "Sewer System Facilities"}. Developer shall pay Cor


or reimburse NCWD for all nut-of-pocket costs (including the reasonable ~ aluc of staff time)


incurred by NCWD in re~~iewing and approving the design of the Water and Sewer System


Facilities in accordance ~a~ith {and subject to) Paragraphs J.1.2( and 3.122 helo4v. The Parties


acknowleJge and agree that, for fidure ptnnning pur~~oses, some of the Water System Facilities


may be designed and constructed Frith excess capacity a~ oversized to accommodate future


growth. To the extent Developer incurs actual reasonable costs in excess of the reasonable


design and construction costs related to the ~Vatcr System Facilities necessary to support and


accommodate Qnly the Development and not future groi~~th, Developer shall be entitled to be


reimbursed For such excess costs pursuant to Paragraph 3J.5 below.


3.1.2. NCWD has approved Developer's rclention of RRP Consulting


("RBF") to provide design sen~ices Cor the Water a~~d Sewer System facilities. A report


prepared by RBF entitled Water and Waste~~~a[er Analysis that identifies the facilities needed to


adequately provide the De~•clupment with tivater and sewer sen ice is attached hereto as Gxhibit


"D". Subject to the reasonable approval of NCWD and, turther, subject to the regturements of


this Agreement, Developer shall enter into a contract with a general contractor or contractors for


the construction of the Water and Sewer Svsteni F~cilitics.
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3.1.3. Prior to the commencement of any construction Mork, Developer


shall provide to NCP,'D a policy or certificate of liability insurance in ~~hich NC~VD is named as


an additional insurcct, along with its directors, officers, employees, agents, consultants,


engineers, attorneys and volunteers, against all claims arising ottt of or in connection with the


work to be performed. The policy (or policies} of insurance shall remain in fuU force and effect


«ntil the work is accepted by NC WD. NCWD, its directors, officers, employees, agents,


consultants, engineers and voltmteers shall be covered as additional insureds under the insurance


provided by Developer with respect to ltie following: liability arisine out of activities performed


by or on behalf of Developer or any contractor or subcontractor, piroducts and completed


operations of Developer or sny contractor or subcontractor; premises owned, occupied or used


by Developer or any contractor or suUco~trac[or, or automobiles nwncd, leased, hired or


borrowed by Developer or any contractor or suhcontractor. 7'he coverage shall contain no


special limitations on the scope of protection afforded the additiunal insureds. The above-


referenced insurance policy (or policies) shall be furnished at Developer's expense, in a forth and


with insurance companies authorized to do business and having an agent Cur service of process in


California and an "A-" policyholder's rating and a financial rating of at least Class VIII in


accordance with die most recent Bes('s insurance Guide, or if Best's is na longer puhlished,


comparable ratings frum a service reasonably acceptable to NCWD_ Such insurance, in oddition


to the multiple additional named insured endorsements set forth above, shall he broad form


commercial general liability insurance in the amounts set forth beloGr, and shill cuntai❑


additional endorsements providing as folloties: (i) blanket contracaial li~biliry coverage fur


Developer or contractor indemnification obligations owing to Disll9c{ ~~~ a~~~ers pursuant to this


Agreement and any agreements behveen Developer and contractor(s); (ii) coverage for
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explosion, collapse, underground excavation and remo<<al of lateral support; (iii) that the


insurance may not be canceled or mduccd until thirty (3~) days after NCbVD has actually


reccive~ «~ritten notice of such cancellation or reduction; (iv) "cross liability" or "sevcrability of


interesC` coverage for al! insureds under the policy or policies; (v)that any other insurance


maintained by NCWD or any other named or additional insured is excess insurance, and not


contributing insurance with the insurance required herein; and (vi) that the coverage alFurded the


additional insureds shall not be ai'fected by any failure of Developer, contractor or 1ny


subcontractor to comply with repotting requirements or od~cr provisions of the policy or }~olicics,


including breaches oftvarranties. The amount ofcoverage shall be no Iess than the following:


(a) General bodily injury and property damage - Fi~~e N(illion


Dollars ($5,000,000) per ocemrenec, and aagregatc.


(b) Automobile bodily injury and property dumaoc Five


Million Dollars ($x,000,000) per ocetirrenee, including o~~~ned, non-o~~med


and hired autos, and providing eo~Fer~ge for loading and unloading.


The evidence of insurance required to be provided to NCtiVD


shall ind«de original copies of the ISO CG 2010 (or insurer's equivalent) signed by die insw'er's


representatiac ~md cerlilicate(s) of insu~nnce (Accord Fonn 25-S or equivalent) rctlectin~ the


existence of the required insurance. Commercial genersl liability insurance mist include


IQCWD's and Developer's Protective Covernoe, Products-Completed Operations Co~eragc,
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Premises-Operations Coverage, and covera,e of NC~VD's facilities dining the course of


constn~ction.


peveloper shall insure that the contractor and all subcontractors


performing work on the Water and Se~~~er System Facilities are aware of the provisions of


Section 3700 oFthe California Libor Code which requires every employer [o be insured against


liability for workers' compensation or to underl:~ke self-insurance in accordance with the


provisions ot~ [hat code, and that all contractors tivifl comply with such provisions before


commencing the performance of the work under any agreement with Developer. Developer shall


insure that the contractor xnd subcontractors keep workers' compensation insurance for their


employees in effect during perfom~ance of all work covered or contemplated by tliis Agreement.


3.1.4. Subject to die terms and conditions contained herein, Developer


shall pay dimna the terns of this Agreement NC~VD's prevailing chmges for any plan checking,


meters, inspection, meter setting, meter boxes, check valves and other outside services


concerning the Development in uceordauce with NCWD Rules and Regulations and as set forth


in Paragraph 3.1.21, 6e1o~3~. For purposes of this Agreement, a "prey-ailing charge" shall mean a


charge that is imposed generally throueh aut the Pinetree Sen~icc Area for comparable uses.


3.1.5. De~~eloper shall pa}r all sums otiving to NC~VD under its policies,


ndes and regu(atio~s for water ser~~ice corutection fees under the Connection Fee Policy for the


Pinetree Sen~ice Ares end other eharees and Fees, prior to commencement of LVa~er Service ro


the Developmct~L Developer acknowledges NCLb'p (tas delivered a copy of the Connection Pee
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Policy to Developer_ l'he Watcr Connection Fces are subject to adjustment pursuant to the


CotmecCion Fee Policy. Water Connection Fecs shall he ealculatetl in accordance with the


Comiectian Fce Policy in effect at the time such fees arc paid.


3.1.5.1. Developer aclrnowledges that the Water Connection


Fees adopted 6y the Connectian Pee Pulicy constitute the sum of two component fees:


(1) a h~taster Plan Facilities Fee based un the reasonable cost of designing and


constructing new Water System P~cilities required to serve the Development; and (2) a


Sack-Up facilities Fee based upon the reasonable cost of replacing, repairing and


maimaining existing NCWD water system t:~cilities which will support and benefit the


Development.


3. L~.2. Developer shall pay to NCWD ll~e Back-Up Facilities


Feo portion of the bVater Connection Fees in cash For any connection in the Development


ut or beFore the time Developer obtains a huildine permit for such residence or other


facility. Developer's payment of all costs relu[cci to the design and construction of the


Water System Facilities s1~a11 constitute fill payment of the iVTaster Plan Facilities Fee


portion of the Connection Fees for the Development.


3.1.53_ During Hie cow se of constriction of the Water


System Facilities, Developer shall prepare and submit [u NC~V"D periodic accountings in


such form as NCWD ntay reasonably require, certified as correct by Developer, which set


forth in detail atl expenditures made by Developer in connection with the design and
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constniction of the Water System Facilities during the preceding reporting period. Such


statements shall be submitted by Developer periodically as the Varties shall agree, but not


less frequently titan each calendar quarter (January I, April 1, July 1 and October 1)


~ihile the ~V;~ter Sys[cm Facilities aze under construction. Developer shall also submit


such supporting or additional documenta4on pertaining to such expenditures as NCR~D


may reasonably reyuire, including but not limited to al] billings and invoices related to


said work and xll records of Developer relating to said constnietion, ~vhieh shall be


subject to audit and verification by NCbVD.


3.1.S.d. After completion of construction of all 4t'ater System


Eacilitres and conveyance to and acceptance diereoF by NCWD pursuant to Para}~aph


3.1.27 below, Developer shall submit a final accounting for NC4VD's approval


summarizing all expenditures related to fhc Water System Facilities. 'Chereafter, the


Parties shall negotiate in good faith using their best efforts to reach agreement an the


amount of expenditures incumeJ and paid by Developer because the Water System


Facilities were oversized or designed ~~•iih excess capacity t~ aceonunodate future growth


in the Pinetrec Service Area. JF the Parties cannot reach such agreement n-ithin thirty


(30) calendar days after submission of Developer's final accounting, the Parties shall


jointly prepare a statement of each Party's linal posi(ion with respect to such excess


expenditures. Thereafter, the Parties shall jointly appoint a single neutral arbitrator with


engineering andlor constniction expenses to determine said ainottnt and, if the Parties


cannot so a~;rec ~vitl~i~~ seven (7) calendar days, il~ey shall apply to American Arbitration


Association (",~1A") ro appoint a qualified arbitrator to make such detem~ination. In
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either event, the arbitrator appointed shall conduct such hearings) as the arbitrator, in his


ar her sole discretion, deems necessary and/or appropriate, lout may only selecC the final


offer of either Party as set tbrth in the joint statement as the appropriate amount. The


Party whose final proposal is not selected by the arbitrator stall pay all costs associated


tivith the arbitrator's determination, including the arbitrator's fee and costs, and all


expenses and charges of the Af1A related thereto. The arbitrator shall render his or her


decision within Fftcen ((~) calendar days of appointment by the Parties or tWA.


3.I.S.S. Deti~eloper shall he entiNed to be reimbursed by


NCWD for such excess expenditures as deterntined in Paragraph 3.1.5.4., above, in


accordance with the following fonnulu:


EE
_ $ per edu


ed u


EE: Excess Expenditures


cdu: number of connections outside the Development
which NCGVD designed the Water System
Facilities to accommuclate as fiiture growth.


Reimbursements by NC WD shall be paid over Lo Developer within thirty (30) days after


NC~ND rcecives pa}nnent of ~i Back-iJp Facilities Fee payment from a person, developer


or entity actually connecting, to the Water System Facilities. Such payment shall be


accompanied by an accounting shoving ho~v the payment was calculated. Developer's


right la recei~c reimburseiuent under this Paragraph 3.L~S. is subject to the right of


District to oFf=set against any sums payable [o De~~eloper [he amount or any indebtedness
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due or ovine by Developer to District. Further, Developer's right to receive


reimbursements hereunder shall terminate twelve (12) years after the dale District accepts


the transfer and conveyance of the Water System Facilities from Developer under


Paragraph 3.1.27.


3.1.6 Developer shall pay all sums owing to NCWD under its policies,


rules and regulations for Sewer Service Connection Fees under the Sewer Connection Tee Po)icy


for the Pinetree Are:3. Said payment shall be made in cash at or before the time Developer


obtains a building peRnit for any residence or other facility within the Development. Developer


acknowledges [hut NCWD is no~v in the process uFdeveloping the Sever Connection Fee Policy


for the Pinetree Area, which policy will specify that Sever Service Connection Fecs will be


subject to adjushnent from time to time by NC~~D. Sewer Connection Fees will be calculated in


accordance widt the Sewer Connection Fee Policy in effect at the time such fees are paid.


Developer shall not naV any such tees until after NCbVD has adopted the Se~i~er Connection Fee


Policy estabfishins the Suter Service Comiection Hees.


3. L6.1. The Parties anticipate that the Saver Connection Fec


Policy ~viil establish a Fee composed of htro p.irts: (() a Plaster Plan Facilities Fee which


shall be the actual cost of dasigning and constructing nen~ seiner system facilities, or


upgrading existing sewer facilities, required to serve the Development; and (2) a Back-


Up Facilities Fee basal upon the reasonable cost of replacing, repairing and maintaining


existing NCND sever system Facilities which Gviil support the Development.
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3.1.0.2. Developer sh~il pay to NC~W the Back-Up Lacilities


Fee portion of the Sever Connection Fees in cash for any connection in the Development


at or before die lime Dc;vetoper obtains a building permit for the structure or facility to be


connected ro or through NCWD's Sewer System Facilities. Developer shall also pay all


costs related to the design and construction of nctiv Sever System Facilities, or the


up~ading or expansion of existing Seer System Facilities, if any, necessary to provide


Sewer Service to the Development.


3.1.6.3. Developer shall submit upon completion of


construction a financial statement and accountine For NC4VD approval summarizing all


expendihires incurred and p2id by Developer in designing, constn~ctin~ and upgrading


the Seµ~er System Facilities, with such additional supporting documentation as may be


reasonably reyuested by NCWD.


11,7. Developer shall pay to CLWA alI connection or other fees


established by CI.~VA relating to Water Service to die Property and the Development.


3.1.8_ Developer shall acquire and Transfer, at its sole cost and expense,


:my and all easements and other interests in real property within the Development Which are


reasonably necessary Cor the construction and operation of die Water ~md Se~~~er S}'stem


Tacili[ies, together ~a~ith title insurance shouii~e. title vested in NC~~'D as to each casement or


other interest, in an amount valued at not less than Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ('$25,000)


each. If' NCWD determines there are other easements andior real property inter~sls outside the


~?
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Uound~ries of the Development which arc necessary in order for NCt~'D to provide bVater or


Sever Service to tl~e Development, [he Parties shall cooperate fn good faith to obtain such


easements or real property interests. All costs associated with acyuisitimi of such easements or


real property interests shall be paid by Developer.


3. L9. Developer shall comply, and require that the contractor and all


subcontractors comply, with applicable laws, ndes, regulations and requirements related to or


connected in any way with the design and constniction of the Water and SeGver System Facilities,


including but not limited to the prevailing wage requirements relating to public improvements.


3.1.10. Developer shall be~~eficinlly use water provided by District


pursuant to this Agreement solely and only in connection with the Deg-clopment on the Property.


3.1.1 L To the (iiltest extent pem~itted by law, Developer shall


indemnify and hold harniless NCWD, its directors, officers, agents, employees, consultants and


volunteers (togedter "indemnified Parties") consultants and volunteers from and against alI


claims, damages, losses, expenses, and other costs, including, but not limited to, costs of defense


and attomcys' fees, arising out of or resuliin~ From or in connection with the design or


constriction of the Waler and Sewer System Facilities, the Development ar the Property {tile


"Work"), both on and off il~e job site, pro~~ided that uny such liability (1) is attributable to


personal injury, bodily injury, siclaiess, disease or death, nr to injury to or destn~etion of tangible


property, including the loss of use resulting therefrom, and (2) is caused in whole or in past by an
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nc[ or omission of Developer, contractor, any suhcontractor, any supplier, anyone directly or


indirectly employed by any of [hem or anyone for whose acts or omissions any of them may be


liable, except to the extent caused by the active ncoligence or ~villCul misconduct Qf any one of


the Indemnified Parties, in which case, such indemnity shall not apply. The obligation hereunder


shall nol he abridged, reduced or discharged by the maintenance of insw~ance by 1ny contractor


or Developer. Developer shall indemnify and hold harmless the Indenmilied Parties from and


against all losses, expenses, damages (including damages to the Property ur Water and Sever


System Facilities), attorneys' tees, and other costs, including all costs oFdefense, which any of


diem may incur with respect to the faihirc, neglect, or refusal of Developer or any contractor to


faithfully perform the bVork and/or any of their oUligations under this Agreement ur under any


agrzement between Developer and contractor.


3.1.12. To the extent Lleveloper requires the use of constniction water,


such water shall he provided through a separate meter and in accordance with the NC~VD Rules


and Regulations in effect at tl~e time the permit is issued for the construction tivork


3.1.13. [Jpon completion oFthe Water god Sewer System Facilities, and


concurrently with acceptance (hereof by NCLVD as hereinafter provided, Developer shall provide


NCWD with as-built dra~viiigs depicting the bValer and Se~~er Sysletn Facilities.


3.1.14. All work relating ro the Water and Sewer System Facilities shall


be pertorn~ed or supervised by a general contractor possessing that class of contractors lirense


issued pursuant to Division 3, Chapter 9, of the Business and Professions Code roquirecl Ibr
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con; ~~i~°lion oC the said Facililics. Tl~e general contractor ~vi(h whom Developer proposes to


enter into a contract for construction of any WuCer or Sewer System PacilitV shall be subject to


the ; casrniable prior approval of NCWD. The approved general contractor retained by Developer


is s:~i;+crimes referred to herein as the "Cantractor." Developer shall secure from the Contractor


and piv~~ ide to NC WD the follawing inforniation for review and approval by NCWD:


3.L14.1. Information regarding the Contractor's experience,


financial condition and business references ro he set forth on the form attached as


Exhibit E. Contractor shill have at least fine (5) years' espericnce in performing similar


work.


3.L14.~. The Contractor's Licensing StaCement in the forni


attached as Exhibit P.


3.1.1x3. Tt~c names and addresses of subcontractors, if any,


w'ho will perform work under the contract between Developer and Contractor or who will


specially fabricate and install a portion of the worn, shall be set forth on the form


attached as Exhibit G. The contract between Contractor and Developer sh111 provide that


subcontractors may not be substiwted without NCWD`s prior approval. Contractor may


not subcontract for more dean fith~ percent (50%} of the ~~~ork to be perfornied under its


contract with Developer.
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3.1.15. NCtivD shall at reasonable times and upon reasonable notice


have access to the Det-elopment, the Property and sites where bVater and Sewer System Facilities


are under constn~ciion or being installed and shalt be provided with every opportunity for


ascertaining full knowledge respecting the progress, workmanship, and character oPthe materials


and equipment used and employed in constniction of said Facilities. Contractor shall give at


least forty-eight (48) hours notice to ~ICWD in advance oP any wort. being perPornted on a


SaWrday, Sunday or holiday designated by NCWD, or for more than cighL (8} hours in a work


day. Contractor shall hive at leas[ twenty-Four (24) hours notice [o ~iCWD in advance of back


filling or otl~envise covering any part of the said Facilities constructed so that NCWD may, if


desired, inspect such wort: beFnre it is concealed. The observation, if any, by NCVJD of the


construction of the said Facilities shall not relieve Developer or Contractor of any of their


obligations under this Agreement. Detective work shall be made good, and materials and


equipment fumishcd and work performed vrhich is not in accordance with the approved plans,


and NC~VD's cmTent Sttii~dard Specifications fir ConstrucRon, may be rejected nutwithstandin~


the fact that such matcrf3ls, equipment and work have been previously inspected by NCWD.


3. LIG. Developer shill have n written agreement tivi~h Contractor, which


agreement shall incorporate by reference the terms and conditions o~ this Agreement and shall


contain a provision Uy tivhich the Contracror agrees to be bound by the terms and conditions of


this Agreement. A fully executed copy of the agreement bet~vicen Developer and Contractor


shall be detracted to NCWD prior to commencement of Mork by the Contractor,
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3. L 17. Prinr to ContractoPs commencement of constniction oP Ote


Water and Sewer System Facilities, Developer shall fiimish and deliver to NC~VD a bond with a


responsible corporate surety or corporate sureties reasonably aceept~ble to NCWD conditioned


upon the faithful performance by Developer of all covenants and conditions of this Agreement


with respect to the construction of [he Water and Sever System Facilities. Said bond shall be in


the forn~ attached herero as Exhi6iYH and shall be in an amount dial is not Icss than one hundred


percent (I p0%) of'the total amoirot payable under Contractor's agreement with Developer for the


constniction of the Water and SeGver System Facilities.


31.18. Prior to commencement of work, Developer shall furnish a


paymenk bond. Said payrttent bond shall be in a sum not less titan one hundred percent (l00%)


of the total amount payable under contractor's agreement with Developer for the construction of


the Water and Setiver System Facilities, anct shall he on thz mandatory form attached hereto as


Exhibit I.


3. L I ). The surety or sureties on any bond Furnished hereunder must he


reasonably satisfactory to NCWD. If during the course of construction any of the sureties in the


reasonable discretion of NCWD are ur become insaflicien(, NCtVD may require additional


sufficient sureties which the Contractor shall famish to the satis(iction of NCWD ~rithin fifteen


(1 S) calendar days after written notice thereof.


3.1.2 . Developer shall pruritic T1ClVD n~ith a schedule for consu-uction


of the Water and Sever System Facilities and shall keep NCWD advised of the schedule and
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progress of work. The construction work hereunder sha11 not continence unless (a) there has


been apre-constnic[ion meeting with representatives of NCWD, Developer and Contractor in


attendance; {h) NCWD has been given ~vritlen notice of the n.zme and telephone number of


Contractor's job supemllendent who shall be Contrnctor's representative at [he job site and shall


have autliority to act on behalf of Contractor, and the name and telephone number oI


Contractor's alternate in the Brent the job superintendent is unavailable; and (c) NCWD has been


given at least five (5} business days written notice of the commencement of construction.


Construction of Lhc Water and Sever System Facilities shall commence within thirty (30) days


after the pre-construction meeting and shall be completed (except For minor punchlist itetns)


within hvo (2) years after commencement. Developer shall not he deemed in (~reacl~ of tl~is


Agreement because of delays in completion of constn~etion of the Water end Seaver System


Facilities due to unforeseeable causes beyond (he reasonable control and without the fault of


Developer andior Contractac Developer shall include such time for completion in its agreement


with Contractor.


3.1.21. Developer shall pay NC~~D's prevailing charges for meters,


inspection, meter setting, conlraet administration, Water Connection Fees, Sewer Connection


Fees, meter hoses, check valves, meter jumpers and outside services then in effect upon issuance


of a building permit For any residence within the Development. 7'he prevailing charges us of the


dace hereof are:
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(a) Meter, meter boxes and va(~cs X345.64 each meter
boxes and valves


(b) Meter setting $SO.00cach


(c) NC~VD Labor, Equipment, $Billed at Cost
and Material


(d) Water Com~ection Fees $ To ~e determined in
(Pinetree Service Area) accordance with the


applicable policy


{e} Sever Connection lees $ To be determined in
accordance with the
applicable policy to be
adopted by NCWD


(~ Contract Administration $Billed as provided
and Inspection in Paragraph 3.1 ~2


(g} Outside sen~iees $ Bilted at Cost


Total $ To be determined


3.122 Developer shall pay to NCWD a Pee for NCWD's design,


inspection and contract administration costs and services equal to hvo point twenty-fi~~c percent


(225°l0) of the Total Project Cost incorrect by Developer For the design and constriction of the


Water and Sewer System FaciliCies, exclusive of any and all other payments to NCWD under


Paragraph 3.1.21, above. Prior to commencement oCwork, Developer shall pay one-half (!-i) the


inspection and contract administration fees owed to NCWD based on die agreements) between


Developer and Coutractur(s). Thereafter, Developer shall pay NCWD one-half (%:) o£ the


b~ilance of such fees one (1) year otter commenceme»t of work and the remainder rivo (?) years


aRer corr~mencement of work My incretise in the cost of design and constriction by change


order, or othervise, shat] result in a con~csponding increase in the inspection and contract


administration fees payable to NCWD.
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3J.23. All work related to constniction of die Water and Server System


F'aeilities is for the co~~venience of and at the request of Developer, evho shall be solely


respnnsibir for all costs and expenses in connection therewith. NCWD shill not be responsihle


to Contractor or its subcontractors, suppliers or matcrialmen For such ~~~ork. Developer shall not


permit liens or claims of any type to be enforced against the Water end Sewer System Facilities,


however such liens or claims may arise. Regardless of the merits of uny such lien or claim,


Developer shall, wilhi~ ten (10) business days oPChe assertion thereof, cause said claim to be


discharged or provide a bond releasing such claim, in a Corm reasonably satisfactory to NCWD.


3.1.24. The agreement behveen Developer and Contractor shall req~~ire


that: (a) Contractor shall condnet its operations so as to avoid injury or damage to any person or


property, and to minimize any ~bstniction and inconvenience to the public; (b) Contractor shall


comply with all applicable laws or regulations relating to the work wider the agreement with


Developer, including safety measures applicable in particular operations or kinds oC work;


(c) Contractor shall proG~ide and maintain such fences, barriers, directional signs, lights, and flag


men as are necessary to give adequate ~4•arning to the public at all times of an_y dangerous


conditions to be encounicred as a result of the eonswction work and to give directions to the


public; and (d) Contractor shall be solely and completely responsible for conditions of the job


site, including safety of all persons and properly during construction of the Water ai d Setiver


System facilities.
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3.1.25. Developer guarantees all work against defects in G~~orkmansliip


or materials for a period of cane (1) year alter IVC~VD's acceptance of lice Water And Sever


Systc~n i~acili[ies. Developer shall repair or rcmave and replace any and all such +work, together


with ary other work which may be displaced in so doing, drat is Cound to he defective in.


~oork~n~ul,hip and/or materials within said une (I) year period, without expense whatsoever to


NCWD. In the event of a Failure by Developer to comply with the above-mentioned conditions


within seven (7).business days after being notified in writing, NC~hlD shall be antitled to have


the defects remedied and [he work repaired or replaced at [hc expense of Developer. Developer


agrees [o pay ail such expenses promptly on demand therefore by NCWD. The perCorn~ance


bond and the payment bond shall continue in full Force and effect for the guarantee period.


Additionally, Developer shall provide NCWD with any manufacturer warranties that may be


applicable to materials or equipment included in the Water and Sewer System Facilities.


3J.2G. Developer shall protect snd maintain the Water and Sever


System Facilities through comple(ion thereof and until transferred to NC~~ID pursu~ut lQ


Paragraph 3.1.27, below. In the event all or any part of the Water and Sever System Facilities


are clamtiged or destroyed prior to Developer transferring flee same to NCWD, Developer sha11


repair or replace said Facilities witliout cost to NCbVD.


3.127. Upon coiupletion of constnic[ion, the tiVater and Setiver System


Facilities shall be transferred and conveyed try Developer iv NC WD free and clear of all liens,


claims and encumbrances and shall become the property of NC~VD upon acceptance thereof for


operation, maintenance, and repair by NC4VD. NC~VD may require Developer to provide a
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deed, bill of sale, or other ins[n~ment of conveyance, conveying the Water and Sewer System


Facilities Crom Developer to NC4VD.


3.1.28. Should die Property or Development require irrigation water,


Devzloper shall apply For service through a separate meter in accordance with NC WD rules anct


regulations. NCbVD reserves the rigirt to limit imgation water to off-peak hours between 10:00


p.m. end 3:00 a.m. except for the landscape installation period. Developer shall cause its


landscaping [o he planted over a reasonable period of time so that pardons of the landscaping


will be watered in sequence rather than all al one time. NCWD will not be liable for any losses


or damages to the landscaping due m ehc lack of water.


3.1.29. Developer shall provide NC4VD tvith an estimate of the amount


of water required for irrigation including irriea~ion of slopes, green hells, parkways and open


spsces. "Che estimate shall include the daily water demand. Developer shill also provide NC W D


it~ith a written statement shon~ing the types of spriitJc(ers and controllers it proposes to use.


Developer's irrigation system shall include sensors for moisture, temperature and wind, and


de~~ices which will tum ofF water when there is adequate moisture in the ~rotmd, when the


temperature is excessiaely warm and when there is excessive wind. Wiien Developer provides


NC'WD with its estimated irrigation needs, Developer's report shall include the period


commencing n=ith initial planting through the period when the landscaping is established.


3.130. 8etore NC WD will provide ~~'ater Service to tl~e Develo}~ment,


and at (east-two (2) tviceks prior to pow~ing concrete footings and Fou~dntion slabs for residences


~~
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and any other improvements consmicted within [he Development, Developer must request


temporary meter jumpers. Developer ~~~ill he responsible For providing a list of names and Iot


numbers, along with maps pertaining to thejumper request Developer shall also be responsible


for obtaining the jumpers From the NC14j[7 Gti~arehouse and for their installation. Upon jumper


installation, a water account will be established and aTwenty-Four Dollar 024.00) monthly Ilat


fee will be charged for each jtunpec Jumpers will be used at individual lots in the Development


solely for plumbing pressure tests, concrete, block or brick finish work, plastering, scratch,


brown and color coat, and labor and taol clea~rup. All other use of jumpers is prohibited and


will be considered as w~authorized ~t~ater use under NCIUll's Rules and Regulaliuns. Landscape


meters must 6e requested prior to hydro seeding of hillsides and greenbelt areas, or any other


landscaping in the Development. At least one week prior to landscaping individual lots within


the Development, Developer shall request meter bones. Developer will be responsible For


obtaining all meter boxes from the NC1VD warehouse, and installing meter boxes to final Bade


behind the sidewalks. Developer shall also be responsible for locating and diaeing out angle


stops, venfyin~ ankle slop size, type and correct positions, and cutting oC migle stop down to


grade per NCWD specifications. Upon inspection by NGWll and the above criteria being met,


meters will he installed by NC'~VD. Deve)r~per also shall be responsible for ensuring that the


Contractor, and any suhcontractors working at the Development, comply with NCWD rules and


reeid~[ions regarding sefting, location, and maintenance of meters duri~~g constn~etion.


3.L3L Developer shall have the responsibility to ascertain the fire Flow


requirements for the Property and Hie De~•clupment. NCWD neither guarantees nor agrees to
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supply ti~ater in any specific quantities, qualities or pressures for fire flow, domesCic use or for


any other purpose ~vhatsocvcr and no such obligations shall he implied.


3.132. Developer hereby agrees to indemnify, defend and hold harmless


NCWD from all claims, liabilities, causes of action, liens, expenses, or damages of any type,


including reasonable attorneys' fees. and expenses, incurred by NC~nlD arising from any claim,


action or proceeding under the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public


Resources Code $$2100Q et seg} related to the Development or connected in any way with the


Water or Sewer System Facilities constn~cted by Developer or from any c6a(lenges to lliis


Agreement or NCWD's right and aulhonty to enter into or perform under this Agreement. With


respect to aop claim for ~~•hieh NC4VD has requested indemnification under [his Section 3.L32,


Developer shall assume the defanse of any related litigation, arbitration or other proceeding,


provided that NCbVD may, at its election and expense, participate in such defense. At


Developer's reasonable request, NCWD will cooperate with Developer in the preparation of any


defense to any such claim, and Developer brill reimburse [~lCWD For any reasonable expenses


incurred in connection rvith such request.


3. I .~i3. A failure by Developer to complete construction of the Water


System F7cilities and commence tiVnter Service to the Development within five (5) years from


the effective date of this Agmement sh:+ll relieve rTCWLI of any obligation to provide water


service to the Development under dais Agreement. However, the Parties recognize that


completion of the entire De~relopment tivithin that time frame may not reasonably be nssured.


Therefore, NCWD agrees Io extend the ti~vte for comm~ncemenl of water service for an
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additional hvo (2) years, provided Developer. (a) undertakes the construction of the Facilities


within sixteen (16) months after execution of this Agreement (b} demonstrates that it is


proceeding with reasonable diligence to complete the Development; and (c) applies for an


extensio~i of time before this Aerecrncnt expires. Further, if the seven (7) year period noted


above in this subparagraph has expired and Water Service to the Development has not


commenced despite Developer's diligent good-faith perFornia~iec of all obligations under this


Agreement, Developer may request in writing a Curthcr extension of the deadline to commence


Water Service to the Development to a date certain, which request may be granted or denied by


NCWD, in its sole discretion.


3.2. NCWD REQUIREMENTS ANQ OBLIGATIONS. Promptly upon fill


performance of this Agreement by Developer and liGll and complete compliance with NCWD's


Rules and Regulations, and provided there is an adequate supply of ~~~ater available, NCWD shall


provide Water Service and Sever Service to the Dctire(opment in acwrdanec with NCWD's


Rules and Regulations.


3.3. DEVELOPER AND NCGVD AGREE:


3.3.1. Neither Developer, nor the Contractor is the ~i~ent or


representative ofNCWD. Neither has any authority ~n bird NCWC~.


33.2. Developer acirnowledees chat NCWD's ~valer supply may he a


blend of grow~d~vater and State Water Project water and, as a result, certain chemicals and
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minerals may concentrate in NCWD's water supply. De~~eluper acknowledges that it may be the


nature oC the water to he corrosive anal hove corrosive eftects on water facilities. Deaeloper


acknowledges thst certnin materials utilized for the com~eyance of water may be more


susceptible than others to corrosion and its related effects.


3.3.3. NCbVTS will no( provide any type ol~ Water Sen~ice [u the


Property andlor Development unless and until- (i) Developer has designed and constn~cted the


Water and Setiver.System Facilities and said Facilities have been donated [o and accepted by


NCWD as contemplated by this Agreement; (ii) all fees, charges and other amounts due [o


CLWr1 and NC WD heretmder, by la~v and in accordance ~<<idi the applicable Rules and


Regulations of CLWA and NCWD, have been paid; and (iii) alb requirements of CFQA have


been met with respect to the Development.


4. MISCELLANEOUS PROVIS1pNS.


4J. At any action at la~v or in equity, indudina an action For dedaritury relief


seeking to interpret or enforce the terms of this Agreement, the prev.iiling Party shall be entitled


to recover a reasonat~le amount as attorneys' fees xnd cots incurred in prosecuting nr defending


such action, including any dispute submitted to arbitration, in addition to any other relief to


which the Party is entitled.


4.2 Except as may othenvisc be provided herein. the rights and obligations of


Developer under this Agreement are not ;~ssi,gnable ~vitl~out die written consent of NC1VD and
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an} ~~rior ivri(tcn consent of NCWD shall not operate ro release, excuse or discharge Developer


from any ~f its obligations under this Agrcemen[.


43. This Agreement and the application or interpretation tliereoF shall be


gu• ~~ nod exclusively by its terns and by the laws of the State of California. Venue for alI


ptn'j;oses shall he deemed to lie.within Los Angeles County, California, and any action to enForoe


this Agreement or for any remedies, damages or other relief shalt Ue brought only in [he State


CouRs of the State of California For. the County of Los Angeles or in the United States District


CourC, Central District of California.


4.=t. Subject ro Che provisions relauing to assignment, each and all of the terms,


conditions and agreements herein contained shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the


successors and assigns of the Paities hereto_


=1.5. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the Parties with


respect to the sut~jecl matter hereof and no amendment, modification or alteration of the terms


hereof s6a11 be binding unless the same is in writing, dated subsequent to the date hereof amd


duly approved and esecuC~d by each of the Parties.


d.(. Developer represents that the person or persons esecutina [his Agreement


on its behalFhave the fiill and complete authority to do so, end NC~VD represents and warrants
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that the execution of this Agreement by its representative has been duly authorized by NCWD's


Board o(Directors.


Executed at SRNtA Gl.AR1TA ,California.


NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT


"~r~~ J


~/ f


~~.


Its: General Manager


PARDEE


u5:
Vice


a California corporation


ent, Community Development


_ 7g_
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -WATER
TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.)


Page 111


TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018


The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:


A water system maintained by the water purveyor (including off-site pump station),
with appurtenant facilities to serve all lots in the land division, must be provided.
The system shall include fire hydrants of the type and location (both on-site and off-
site) as determined by the Fire Department. The water mains shall be sized to
accommodate the total domestic and fire flows.


2. Provide a "W ritten Verification" and supporting documents from the water supplierto
indicate the availability of a "Su~cient Water Supply' as required per Section
66473.7 of the Subdivision Map Act (SB 221 } prior to filing any map or parcel map
to the satisfaction of Public Works and the Department of Regional Planning.


3. Install off-site water mainline to serve this subdivision to the satisfaction of
Public Works.


4. Easements (including off-site easements) shall be granted to the County,
appropriate agency or entity for the purpose of ingress, egress, construction, and
maintenance of all infrastructures constructed for this land division to the
satisfaction of Public Works.


5. Submit landscape and water efficient plans for each open space lot in the land
division, with landscape area greater than 500 square feet, in accordance with the
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.


~~ Prepared by Tonv Khalkhali Phone (6261458-4921 Date 09-04-2018
V48086-4wa-new.doc
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~►: ~~~ ', COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT
~~,p FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION


Land Development Unit
5823 Rickenbacker Road


Commerce, CA 90040
Telephone (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783


CASE NUMBER: RPPL2018004065 MAP DATE: August 14, 2018


PROJECT NUMBER: TR48086 —Amendment Map and Amendments to DPW
conditions and Traffic Mitigation Measure.


THE FIRE DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS AS PRESENTLY SUBMITTED.


ALL PREVIOUSLY APPROVED FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS AND
REQUIREMENTS ARE STILL APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT.


For any questions regarding the report, please contact Juan Padilla at (323) 890-4243
or Juan.Padilla@fire.lacounty.gov.


Reviewed by: Juan Padilla Date: September 11, 2018
Page 1 of 1







~,a°"'°'w~-, LOS ANGELES COUNTY , '' ̀"''+.,~


~t ~'j DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
,,r̀ ~ 


c _


s̀~.~„„~.~"~ PARK OBLIGATION REPORT .`•~•~~.~••~'`~~


Tentafive Map # 48086 DRP Map Date: 0811412018 SCM Date: 09I2012D18 Report Date: 09/11/2018


Park Planning Area # 438 CSD: NIA Map Type: Amendment Map -Tract


Total Units 492 = Proposed Units 492 + F~cempt Units


Park land obligation in acres or in-lieu fees:


ACRES: 4.59


IN-LIEU FEES: $167,145


Sections 2124.340, 2124.350, 2128.120, 2128.130, and 2128.140, the County of Las Angeles Code, Tille 21, Subdivision OrUinance provide that


the County will determine whether the developments park ohligatlon is to 6e met by:


i) the dedication of land for public or private park puryose or,


2) the payment of in-lieu fees or,


3) the provision of amenities or any wmbination of the above.


The specifc determination of how the park obligation will be satisfetl will be basetl on the wndidons of approval by Ne ativisory agency as


recommended by the Department of Parks and Recreation.


The Representative Land Value (RLVs) in Los Angeles County Code (LACC) Section 2128.140 are used W calculate park fees and are adjusted


annually, based on changes In the Consumer Pace Index. The new RLVs become effective July 1st of each year and may apply to this subdivision


map it frst advertised far hearing before either a hearing officer or the Regional Planning Commission on or after July 1st pursuant to LACC Section


2128.140, su6seclion 3. Accordingly, the park fee in this report is subject to change depending upon when the subdivision is firs[ advertised for


public hearing.


The Dark obligation for this development will 6e met bv:


Contributing $167,145 in park improvements.


Trails;
See also attached Trail Report


Comments:
Developer shall receive Quimby credit for private park improvements up to $167,145 and shall otherwise


bear the entire costs to complete the private parks.


Quimby Obligation was calculated based on fee schedule in effect on 08/03/2004 Board approval date.


The Department has no objections to the amendment request, but recommends additional changes


included in the attached memo.


For further information or to schedule an appointment to make an in-lieu fee payment:


Please contact Clement Lau at (626) 588-5301 or Loretta Quach at (626) 588-5305


Department of Parks and Recreation, 1000 S. Fremont Avenue, Unit #40. Building A-9 West, 3rd Floor. Alhambra,


California 91803.


By:


Kathline J. King, Chief nning


SD-5


September 11, 2078







~~a°"°' LOS ANGELES COUNTY


r ~~ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION ~~
F i


♦̀  +


~̀~,,,,,.,~.`` PARK OBLIGATION WORKSHEET ~',~•~...,~"


Tentative Map # 48088 ARP Map Date: 08/1M2016 SCM Dete: 0912012018 Report Date: 09/1112018


Park Planning Area # 43B CSD: NIA Map Type: Amendment Map -Tract


The formula for plculating the acreage obligation and or in-lieu fee is as follov✓s:


~P)eople x (0.0030) Retlo x (U)nits ~ (X) acres obligation


(X) acres obligatlon x RLV/Acre = In-Lieu Base Fee


Where: P = Estlmate of number of People per dwelling and according to the type of dwelling unit as


determined by the U.S. Census
Ratio = The subdivision ordinance provides a ratio of 3.0 acres of park lend for each 1,000 people


generated by the development This rafio is calculated as "O.OD30" in the formula.


U = Total approved number of Dwelling Units.


X = Lopl park space obligatlon e~ressad in terms of acres.


RLV/Acre = Representafive Lsnd Value per Acre by Park Planning Araa.


Total Units 492 = Proposed Units 492 + 6cempt Units ~0


Park Planning Area = 438


Detached S.F. Units 3.11 0.0030 492 4.59


M.F. <5 UniLs 2.08 0.0030 0 0.00


M.F. >= 5 Units 2.61 0.0030 0 0.00


Mobile Units 2.40 0.0030 0 0.00


F~cempt Units 0 0.00


TOTAL 492 4.59


~ ~ ~ ~ ~~


1 t 11 ~~ ~~'.
A


1 tl


1 11


~k~ sa''",~ ~ ~ ~' mac€ = 6Ssz e ̀~- 9 '~" ~' l '~1 Y. ~-~"~~;"' ~ c


1 1 t 
~~ ~
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September 11, 2018







C~Z~1~7`►y~'~il~~~~l~[tL~~V
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION


°Packs Make Life Betterl"
John Wicker, Director Norma E. Garcia, Chlef Deputy Director


September 11, 2018


TO: Steven Jones
Principal Regional Planner
Department of Regional Planning


FROM: Kathline J. IGng `~~ ~ ~ ~`~~
Chief of Planning


SUBJECT: PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR
SPRING CANYON PROJECT VTTM 48086


The proposed modifications to the original conditions of approval and Mitigation
Monitoring Program for the Spring Canyon Project (VTTM 48086) has been reviewed by
the Department of Parks and Recreation (the Department). We have no objections to
the amendment request, but recommend the following changes to be Included:


Condition No. 1 —The Department recommends the mod cation below:


1. Dedicate natural open space Lot 510 and Lot 502 to the County or another aublic
a4encv.


Condition No. 5 —The proposed modification below is acceptable with one additional
recommendation fmm the Department.


Prior to the issuance of Building Permit of
first residential unit:


5.1 Enter into Park and Trail Development Agreement (PDA) with the Department for
development of the parks on Lot 497 (active park) and Lot 495 (passive park) and post
Fa(thful Performance and Labor and Materials bonds with the Department to cover
design and construction of the parks and trails in accordance with cost estlmates for the
parks and trails. The PDA shall be substantially similar in form and content to the PDA
approved by the Board of Supervisors on August 8, 2006, and the content of the bonds
shall be substantially similar fn form and content to the bonds used by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works (DPW).


Planning and Development Agency • 1000 S. Fremont Avenue, Untt p40, Alhambra, CA 91803 • (628)588-5322







Mr. Steven Jones
September 11, 2018
Page 2


Thank you for including this Department in the review of this document. For trail-related
questions, please contact Robert Ettleman at (626) 588-5323 or by email at
rettleman@parks.Iecounty.gov. For all other questions, please contact Loretta Quach at
(626) 588-5305 or by email at Iquach@parks.lacounty.gov.


KK:I.Q:nr


c: Raintree Investment Corporation (M. Villalobos)
Carolyn Ingram Seitz &Associates (C. Seitz)
Parks and Recreation (C. Lau, M. O'Connor, L. Quach, R. Ettleman)
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ANGFLO I. EELLDMO, BENS, OFl $~1p11O KllGhl
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Thktl DisMct


LERFI S. W I WAMS. BENS Jp111C! NOhfl
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IIENOU. WIEL 11EX5 Kathryn Bat9e~
Aesislvnf ~iecbrof Envionmenbl Neallh Fflh DISIfICI


S~SO Commerce Drive


BaWvin Pah Colilomia 9006


iEL ~616~ 430.54)4 ~ FAX ~6R6~ 011]WO


September 17, 2018 /update


Amendment to 48086-4 RPPL2017004065


PLANNER: Steven Jones


LOCATION: Spring Canyon, Santa Clarita


SUBJECT: RPP~ 2018004065


The Department of Public Health Environmental Health Division reviewed the project that
will be utilizing public water from the Newhall County Water District and public sewerage.
This is an addendum to the certified final EIR, MMRP forTR48086 aka Spring Canyon.
The Department recommends clearance approval of the Map amendment.


For any questions regarding the report, please contact Vincent Gallegos at (626)430-5380 or
vgaileqosCa~ph.lacountv.4ov


Prepared by:
Vinten[Gallegos, REHS
Envimnmen[al Heolth Spxialist N


Planner: Shonna Fawley-ludkins
SD-3
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ADDENDUM TO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.48086


PROJECT NO.96-044-(5)


1. Exisrine Entitlements


a. On August 3 2004, the Board of Supervisors approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map ("VTTM")
No. 48086, Plan Amendment ("PA") No. 96-044, Zone Change ("ZC") No.96-044, Conditional
Use Permit ("CUP") 96-044 and Oak Tree Permit ("OTP") No. 96-044, certified the final
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") and adopted the Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations ("Findings and SOC") and incorporated the Mitigarion Monitoring and
Reporting Program ("MMRP") into the conditions of approval. The subject property is located
north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad Canyon Road in the Soledad Zoned District.


b. The approved VTTM and CUP authorized creation of clustered hillside residential development
of 542 single-family residence lots, a fire starion lot, a sheriff sub-station lot, two park lots and
three open space lots on 548.1 gross acres.


c. The PA and ZC authorized the urban land use category of the Santa Clarita Valley Areawide
Plan and Zone R-1-6,000 (Single-family Residential, 6,000 Square Feet Minimum Required
Area) on 62.51 acres of the site, Zone R-1-7,000 (Single-family Residenriai, 7,000 Square Feet
Minimum Required Area) on 60.57 acres of the site, Zone R-1-8,000 (Single-family Residential,
8,000 Squaze Feet Minimum Required Area) on 6.97 acres of the site, Zone R-1-10,000 (Single-
family Residential, 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area) on 5835 acres of the site,
Zone R-1-15,000 (Single-family Residential, 15,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area),
Zone R-I-20,000 (Single-family Residential, 20,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area) on
2736 acres of the site, Zone A-2 (Heavy Agricultural) on 306.4 acres of the site..


d. The original OTP authorized removal of four oak trees and their replacements in accordance
with County Code provisions.


e. A subsequent oak tree permit was also authorized removal of four additional oak trees that had
subsequently grown to ordinance-size and their replacements.


f. Mitigation measures identified in the approved EIR and MNIIZP, and imposed on the project as
a condirion of approval, include the following categories: geotechnical, fire hazard and fire
protection, traffic/access, education, water services, environmental safety, library services,
flood hazard, noise, biological resources, cultural resources, sewage disposal, sheriffprotec6on,
solid waste, recreation, visual qualities.


g. First, second and third amendments to the vesting tentarive tract map requested by the Sulphur
Springs School District, Newhall County Water District and the Los Angeles County
Deparhnent of Public Works, authorized changes including relocation of a school site,
adjustment of lot lines and lot configurations, redesign of park site, street pattern revisions,
relocation of a water reservoir, drainage faciliries and desilting basin changes, wildlife corridor
changes, street section changes for added retaining walls, addition of a sewer lift station, stream
course protection changes, grading changes, and clarified language to conditions of approval
and mirigation measures..







2. Proposed Entitlement Modi£caHons


The proposed project changes require the Fourth amendment to VT1'M No. 48086 and an Addendum
to the certified final EIIt.


3. Proposed Amendment to Vesting Tentafive Tract Man No. 060922


The fourth amendment to the VTTM, proposes the following:


a. Adjustment of timing triggers of compliance with condirions of approval and mitigation measure
related to grading and road and infrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements and
landscaping installation.


b. Clarificarions for responsible parties for implementation of mitigation measures.


c. All applicable Condirions of Approval for VT'I'M 48086, CUP 96-044 and OTPs 96-044 and
201300017 shall remain in effect for this proposed Fourth Amendment to VT"I'M 48086 except
For those condirions specifically called out to be modified by these entitlements (see attached
Amendment Map Conditions).


4. CEQA Addendum Findines Pertainine to Proiect Modifications


CEQA Guidelines section 15164 authorizes a Lead Agency to prepare an Addendum to a
previously certified EIR if changes or additions to the document are necessary, but none of the
conditions described in Section 15162 are present, as described below:


• No substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions ofthe previous
EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in
the severity ofpreviously idenrified significant effects;


No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement
of new potenfially significant environmental effects or a substantial increase the severity of
previously identified potentially significant effects;


No new informafion of substantial importance, which was not lrnown, and could not have been la~own
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was adopted as complete has
arisen:


• Therefore the project will not have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous EIR;


• Potentially significant effects previously examined will not be substantially more severe
than shown in the previous EIR:


• No new mitigation measures or alternarives previously found to be infeasible have
been found to be feasible but declined by the project proponent to be adopted; and







• No new mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from
those analyzed in the previous EIK, and that would substantially reduce one or more
potentially significant effects on the environment, have been found and declined by the
project proponent to be adopted.


The final EIR certified by the Boazd of Supervisors on August 3, 2004, analyzed the following potential
project impacts: visual quality, noise, air quality, law enforcement services, cumulative traffic, solid waste
disposal, and cumulative global climate change. The Boazd found that implementation of the project would
result in unavoidable significant effects. The Board found the benefits of the project outweighed those
potential unavoidable adverse impacts and they were determined to be acceptable based upon the overriding
considerations set forth in the Findings and SOC.


Following aze comparisons between the originally approved project and the proposed modified project of
the potential impacts identified in the EII2:


COMPARISON OF IMPACTS


DESCRIPTION
OF POTENTIAL EXISTING


MODIFIED
IMPACTS 542-UNIT


PROJECT DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATIONS
pROJECT


Project
Spring Canyon


amended Spring 542 SFR lots, fire station lot, sheriff substation lot, two
Descri lion Can on ark lots and o ens ace on 5481 ross acres.


Project-specific Slope stabilization by No change. N/A.
Geotechnical buttress fills


Address landslides by No change. N/A.
removal and


replacement of
compacted fill,


buttressing or place
area in "Restricted
Use Areas", as
a licable.


Subdrain outlet in No change. N/A.
Spring and Tapie
Canyons, concrete


headwalls.


Grading plan required. No change. N(A.


Project-specific Graded, future fire No change. NIA.
Fire Hazard and station lot.
Protective Services


7







Assess value of fire No change. N/A.
station lot prior to


issuance of building
permits.


Project-specific Construction of 6' No change. N/A.
Noise high solid wall along


the property lines of
lots adjacent to the


freeway.


All windows and glass No change. Lot numbers updated.
doors Facing the


freeway on lot nos.
505-521 and lot no.
533 shall be glazed
with STC 32 lazin .


Project-specific Deed resVict open No change. Final map to note open space.
Biological space lots from future
Resources development and


manage as natural
reserves for the life of


the ro'ect.
Open space No change. N(A.


management plan
("OSMP")


Site survey. No change. N/A.


Wildlife condor No change. N/A.
mitigation plan.


Construct separate 8' No change. N/A
wide trail.


Improve and construct Use locally native Clarification includes opportunity to employ vegetation
natural habitat vegetation. that naturally occurs on the site.


connectivity From
Spring Canyon to the
project site underpass
with native ve elation.
Install a 60"concrete Install a 5'S'tall Allows wildlife to more easily access the existing culvert
pipe under proposed by 7'8" wide with for safe crossing; a culvert is more likely to be used.
Valley Canyon Road arched culvert.
for wildlife underpass


crossing.







Pull back grading on No change. Lot numbers updated.
lot nos. 8, 9, 12 and


13.


Install and constmct a No change. Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.
12' wide, landscaped
parkway to facilitate
wildlife movement
from open space


through the project
site.


Eliminate stream No change. Lot numbers updated.
encroachment and
narrowing of the


existing corridor in the
vicinity of lot nos.


400-403.
Develop an aggressive No change. Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.
revegetation plan for


the project.


Only use locally No change. Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.
native landscaping
and restrict in the


CC&Rs.


Place a low wall, No change. N/A.
approximately 3' in
height at the brow of
the slopes on all lots
adjacent to preserved
o ens ace areas.


Place deed restriction No change. Clarification needed fot distinguishing Spring and Tapie
on the south- and east- Canyons.


facing slopes of
Spring Canyon within
designated private


lots.
Salvage topsoil on No change. N/A.


south- and west-facing
slopes of Spring
Canyon for


replacement there.


Reconstruc[/re- No change. N/A
contour stream course


and slopes.







Relocate, where No change. Attempts failed, re-attempt required to take place in
feasible, the holly- dedicated open space.


leaved cherry trees to
Spring Canyon.


Replacement of scrub No change. N/A.
oaks within dedicated


open spaces.


Gather and store seed No change. N/A.
for dispersal within
Spring Canyon.


Consult Fire No change. N/A.
Department for fuel
modification zones.


Mitigate lighting of No change. N/A.
open spaces.


Buffer open space. No change. N/A.


Incorporate education No change. N/A.
signposts on hiking
and riding trails.


Minimize brush No change. N/A.
clearance.


Allow non-native No change. N/A.
groundcover only in
setback and irrigation
zones (Zones A and
B). No non-natives


elsewhere.
Incorporate on-site No change. N/A.
signage and CC&R
provisions for open


space access
prohibition.







Development No change. N/A,
landscaping to be
planted with non-


invasive plants native
to the area with no
noxious weeds.


Incorporate signs for Responsible party There is no conservation district being created.
pet prohibition in open change.


spaces.


Incorporate signs for Responsible party There is no conservation district being created.
trapping, shooting, or change.


poisoning native
predators prohibition.


Filter stormwater No change. N/A,
runoff.


Use bio-filters, where No change. N/A,
feasible.


Use ̀9east toxic" Note change. Notes.
pesticides.


Project-specific Employ No change. N/A.
Cultural Resources archaeological


monitoring in Shadow
Pines 2-5.


If avoidance is not No change. NIA.
feasible, conduct
Phase R testing


program to determine
the nature, eMent, and
significance ofthe


site.
Project-specific Mazcimize setbacks No change. N/A.
Visual Qualities from the backyard


edges of pads located
atop the highest


manufactured slopes
with freeway-oriented
rear yards to lessen
potential visibility of
structures walls.







Lot nos. 18, 29, 30, 42 No change. Lot nos. need to be updated.
and 43 shall be deed
restricted from any
major alteration of the
natural[opography or


the main ridgeline
beyond the initial


graded pad in order to
maintain view ofthat


rid e.
Use tones compatible No change. N/A.
with the surrounding
terrain using textured


materials or
construction methods


which create a
textured effectfor
understories and


retaining walls higher
than 6'.


Hoods and minimum No change. N/A.
spill-over required for


lights.


Minimize proposed No change. N/A.
park lights.


Project-specific Participate in Clarify street Caltrans or City of Santa Clarita, as applicable to
Traffic and Access improvements. name(s); change implement with subdivider payment of fair share, prior


in responsible [o issuance of building permits
party and


sequencing.


Project-specific Provide space fora No change. N/A.
Sheriff Protection Los Angeles County


Sheriffs Department
sub-station lot.


Project-specific Provide irrigation No change. N/A,
Water Services management plan.


Project-specific Provide resident No change. N/A.
Solid Waste information on


recycling.







Construction-phase No change. N/A.
recycling containers.


Project-speciSc Observe gas company No change. N/A.
Environmental guidelines during


Safety grading.


Project-specific Dedicate 18 acres of No change. N/A.
Recreation private parkland.


No changes to standazd mitigation measures of Code-required provisions are proposed. The amended
Project proposes to implement the same mirigation measures as the previous project where the measures
are not related to the changes.


As shown above, these amendments will result in the reducrion of each potential impact identified in the
original EIR, and, therefore, will not cross the thresholds idenrified in Section 15162 of the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") that would require a subsequent EIR.


Therefore, this Project Amendment qualifies for an Addendum to the previously certified final EIR, as
authorized under CEQA Section 15164.


By: /~ L~~


Date: 2018 September 6
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Executive Summ


This is an Addendum to a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) previously prepared for
the Spring Canyon Project (Project), located in the Sanha Clarita Valley, California. It
provides updated information regarding the Santa Clarita Valley's water supply and the
reliability of that supply, as well as information regarding how this updated information
could affect previously identified impacts regarding the Projects water supply. The County
of Los Angeles, acting as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), certified a Final EIR for the Project in 2001. The Project, as approved, includes 542
residential lots, open space, and sites for public service facilities. Water for this Project
would be provided by Newhall County Water District, one of four local water purveyors in
the Santa Clara Valley. The local and imported regional water supplies are cooperatively
managed by those four water purveyors and the Castaic Lake Water Agency, the regional
wholesale water agency.


Since the Project was approved, several studies, plans and water management upgrades
have been completed and modify the existing environmental conditions with regard to
water supply when compared to the conditions existing at the time of Project approval.
These studies, plans and water management upgrades include:


• Perchlorate contamination of several groundwater wells in the Santa Clarita Valley and
completion of steps towards cleanup;


• Completion of steps towards expanded use of recycled water in the Santa Ciarita Valley;


• Completion of the Groundwater Management Plan in compliance with AB 3030;


• Completion of groundwater banking agreements with Semitropic Water Storage
District;


• Complefion of the revised Castaic Lake Water Agency Supplemental Water Project
Transfer of 41,000 Acre-Feet of State Water Project Table A Amount Final EIR, and
continued implementation of the 41,000 acre-foot water transfer from Kern County
Water Agency and its member unit in Kem County, the Wheeler Ttidge-Mazicopa Water
Storage District;


• Completion of long-term groundwater banking arrangements with Rosedale-Rio Bravo
Water Storage District;


• Initiation of an imported water augmentation agreement with the Buena Vista Water
Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water;


• Completion of water quality and capacity improvements to the Earl Schmidt Water
Treatment Plant and planned expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant;


• Planning and construction of treated water supply pipelines (Pitches and Honby);


• Completion of the Newhall County Water District's Water Supply Assessment;
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• Completion of annual updates of the Santa Clazita Valley Water Report;


• Complehion of the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan;


• Completion of the California State Water Project Water Supply Reliability Report; and


• Completion of the California Departrnent of Water Resources' technical memorandum
describing progress made in incorporating climate change into existing water resources
plannuig and management tools and methodologies.


The current annual water supply for the Santa Clarita Valley is approxunately 112,000 of
and the current annual demand (2005) is approximately 50,000 af. The Project would add an
additional annual demand of approximately 705 of to the current demand. As described in
the Final EIR, this new, site-specific water demand would be met by a combination of
regional groundwater resources andunported water supplies provided by the Newhall
County Water District.


The Project was identified as "pending' in the Newhall County Water District's 2004 Water
Supply Assessment and was included in the reports projected water demand. Based on the
Water Supply Assessment, which concluded that sufficient water supply appears to be
available to meet projected demands, the Project's demand for water would not exceed the
available supply, and the impacts to water supply would be less than significant, as
described in the Final EIR.


Similarly, the Project was included in fuhxre water demand projections used in the 2005
Urban Water Management Plan. This plan shows that there is sufficient water to meet
demands within the Castaic Lake Water Agency service area as a whole, and cumulative
water supply impacts, including those of the Project in combination with other projected
development, would be less than significant, as described in the Final EIR.


At the flme the Final EIR was prepared, the water supply infrastructure needed to transport
water to the Project site was insufficient, and the Final EIR identified this as a significant
impact. Although the necessary upgrades have been completed, for the purposes of full
disclosure, this impact is considered to be the same as described in the Final EIR and is
significant. Mitigation measures are the same as those included in the Final EIR and have
reduced the impact to less than significant as predicted in the Final EIR.


This Addendum concludes that regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in
the Santa Clarity Valley area have changed since the preparation of the Final EIR for the
Project. However, these changes would not result in changes to, or increases in the severity
of, flee water supply impacts described in the Final EIR. Mitigation measures identified in
the Final EIR, including improvements to the water supply infrastructure necessary to
supply the Project site, have not changed and will not represent a substanfial change or
significant new circumstance that has bearing on the Projector its impacts.


Therefore, none of the conditions requiring preparation of a Subsequent EIR or Supplement
to an EIR have occurred, and this Addendum is the appropriate mechanism under the
CEQA to document the changes that have occurred since completion of the Final EIR for the
Project.


&2 AD~ENOUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR
OCTOBER 2406







Contents


Executive Summary


1. Introduction and Background ..............................................
1.1 Purpose of this Addendum ..................................
1.2 CEQA Regulatory Background ...........................
1.3 Project Background ...............................................
1.4 Santa Clarity Valley Water Supply Background


1.4.1 Water Agencies ..............................................
1.4.2 Water Supply ...........................................


1.5 Contents of this Addendum ................................


S-1


........................................1-1 
........................................1-1 
........................................1-1 
........................................1-2 
........................................1-2 
........................................1-2 
........................................1-3 
........................................1-9


2. Spring Canyon Project and Prior Environmental Analyses ......................................... 2-1
2.1 Project Description .............................................................................................. 2-1
2.2 Previous Environmental Documentation ......................................................... 2-1


3. New Relevant Information .................................................................................................3-1
3.1 Local Supplies ...................................................................................................... 3-1


3.1.1 Groundwater ..........................................................................................3-1
3.1.2 Recycled Water ......................................................................................3-7


3.2 Imported Supplies ............................................................................................... 3-9
3.2.1 Semitropic Groundwater Banking Projects ........................................ 3-9
32.2 CLWA Supplemental Water Project (41,000 Acre-foot Table A


Transfer) ................................................................................................ 3-9
3.2.3 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,


Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjuncfive Use Program.. 3-13
3.2.4 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District


and Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking.
and Recovery Program ..................................................................... 3-14


3.3 New Facilities ..................................................................................................... 3-15
3.3.1 Treatment ..............................................................................................3-15
3.3.2 Conveyance .......................................................................................... 3-16


3.4 Plans and Reporks ..............................................................................................3-17
3.4.1 NCWD Water Supply Report ............................................................ 3-17
3.4.2 Santa Clarity Valley Water Reports ................................................... 3-17
3.4.3 2005 Urban Water Management Plan ............................................... 3-21
3.4.4 Monterey Agreement and the SWP Reliability Report .................. 3-24
3.4.5 Global Warming ................................................................................... 3-27


3.5 Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Lunitations ................................................... 3-30
3.6 Santa Clarity River TMDLs .............................................................................. 3-32


3.6.1 Chlorides ...............................................................................................3-32
3.6.2 Nitrogen .......................................................:........................................3-34


AO~ENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR 53
OCtOBER 2IX)6







4. Updated Water Supply Characteristics ............................................................................ 4-1
4.1 Existing and Planned Local Supplies ................................................................ 4-1


4.1.1 Groundwater ..........................................................................................4-1
4.1.2 Recycled Water ...................................................................................... 42


4.2 Existing and Planned Imported Supplies ......................................................... 4-3
4.2.1 SWP Table A Supply ............................................................................. 43
4.2.2 CLWA and Ventura County Flexible Storage Account ................... 4-3
4.2.3 Semiiropic Groundwater Banking Projects ........................................ 4-3
4.2.4 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,


Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjuncfive Use Program.... 4-4
4.2.5 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District


and Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking .
and Recovery Program ....................................................................... 4-4


4.3 Summary of Existing and Planned Water Supply ..........................................4-4


5. Impacts of the Project ..........................................................................................................5-1
5.1 Significance Criteria ...............................................................::........................... 5-1
5.2 Impacts .................................................................................................................. 5-1
5.3 Mitigation Measures ............................................................................................ 5-2
5.4 Conclusion ............................................................................................................5-2


6. List of Document Prepazers ................................................................................................ 6-1


7. References and Personal Communications ..................................................................... 7-1


Tables
1 Project Water Use Estimate ...............................................................................................2-2
2 Saugus and Valencia WRP Wastewater Collection and Capacity ...............................3-8
3 Current and Projected Demand and Availability of Recycled Water ......................... 3-S
4 Summary of 2005 Water Supplies and Uses (acre-feet) ..............................................3-18
5 Municipal Water Supply Utilization by the Local Purveyors ....................................3-20
6 Projected Water Demands in the CLWA Service Area ...............................................3-22
7 Existing and Planned Water Supplies in the CLWA Service Area ............................3-23
8 Table A Deliveries for SWP Contractors South of the Delta ......................................3-26
9 Average and Dry-year Table A Delivery from the Delta ............................................3-26
10 Potential Effects of Climate Change on California's Water Resources and


Expected Consequences ..............................................................................................3-28
11 Regulatory Timeline for Chloride ..................................................................................3-33
12 Summary of Current and Planned Water Supplies in the CLWA Service Area .......44


Figures
CLWA and Local Purveyors Service Area ...................................................................... l-5
NCWDService Area ..........................................................................................................1-7


Spring Canyon Project Site ...............................................:................................................ 2-3
Santa Clara River Valley East Groundwater Subbasin ................................................. 3-3
Alluvium and Saugus Formation ..................................................................................... 3-5


5-0 AODEN~UM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR
OCTOBER 20W







SECTION 1


Introduction and Background


1.1 Purpose of this Addendum
The purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate the water supply impacts of the Spring
Canyon Project (also referred to as the Project) in the context of the current (2006) regional
water supply availabIlity, quality, and reliability in the Santa Clarita Valley area. This
Addendum supplements information provided in the Spring Canyon Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR; State Clearinghouse No. 1997031043) and the Supplemental EIR
prepared by the County of Los Angeles. This Addendum is prepared to assist Newhall
County Water District (NCWD) in its consideration of a water service agreement for the
Project. NCWD is a responsible agency for the Project.


1.2 CEQA Regulatory Background
Section 15164(a) of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states
that the responsible agency "shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if
some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section
15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred:'


Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines lists the conditions that would require the
prepazation of a Subsequent EIR rather than an Addendum. These conditions are:


1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project, which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;


2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken, which wIll require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously idenfified significant effects; or


3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the fime the previous EIR was
certified as complete, shows any of the following:


a.) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
EIR;


b.) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown
in the previous EIR;


c.) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact
be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the
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project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mi6gafion measure or
alternafive; or


d.) Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.


Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the responsible agency "may choose
to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather than a subsequent EIR if:


1. Any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a
subsequentEIR,and


2. Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR
adequately apply to the project in the changed situation."


After evaluating the water supply impacts associated with the Project in the context of the
current (2006) regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in the Santa Ciarita
Valley area, the NCWD has concluded that none of the conditions requiring preparation of a
Subsequent EIR or Supplement to an EIR have occurred. The updated information on
current regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability demonstrates that the
water supply impacts from the Project remain less than significant with mifigation.


Section 15164(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that "a brief explanation of the decision
not to prepaze a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 should be included in an
addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or elsewhere in the record:'
This explanation is provided in Section 5 of this Addendum. Per Section 15164(d) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, NCWD will consider this Addendum with the Final EIR prior to
making a decision on the project


1.3 Project Background
The Project includes the development of the approximately 54S-acre Spring Canyon
property for single-family residenkial uses, as well as provision of space for several public
service agencies. Vesting Tentative Tract Map 48086 for the Project includes 542 single-
family residential lots on approximately 220 acres, one fire station lot, a sheriff sub-station
lot, two parking sites totaling approximately 18 acres, and three open space lots that would
occupy the remaining 30 acres of the property. A 9-acre elementary school site adjacent to
the property on Tract 31973 will also be provided. The majority of the 542 residential lots
are proposed ko be constructed in the south-central portion of the site along slopes,
ridgelines, and flatter portions of both Tapie and Spring canyons.


1.4 Santa Clarita Valley Water Supply Background


1.4.1 Water Agencies
One wholesale water agency (Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA)) and four retail water
purveyors provide water service to most residents of the Santa Clarity Valley. The four
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retail purveyors are NCWD, Los Angeles County Water Works District #36 (LACWWD
#36), the Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA (SCWD), and the Valencia Water Company
(V4VC); these four purveyars are collectively referred to as the Local Purveyors. The service
area for CLWA and the Local Purveyors is shown on Figure 1.


NCWD was formedut 1959. It is a municipal utility providing potable water to more than
30,000 people in an area of more than 34 square miles in the Santa Clarita Valley. NCWD's
service area is composed of four separate water service areas (Newhall, Castaic, Pinetree,
and Tesoro), and includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated portions
of Los Angeles County in the communities of Newhall, Canyon Country, Saugus, and
Castaic. NCWD supplies water from local groundwater and imported water from CLWA.
NCWD delivered approximately 11,000 acre-feet (a~ of water via approximately 9,200
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a). The NCWD service area is shown on Figure 2.


SCWD's service area includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated
portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Canyon Country, Newhall, and
Saugus. SCWD supplies water from local groundwater and imported water from CLWA.
SCWD delivered approximately 29,000 of of water via approximately 26,000 connections in
2005 (CLWA 2005a).


LACWWD #36's service area includes the Hasley Canyon area in the unincorporated
community of Val Verde. During most years, the District obtains its water supply from
CLWA. LACW WD #36 delivered approxunately 1,200 of of water via approximately 1,300
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a).


V WCs service area includes a porfion of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated
portions of Los Angeles County in the communifles of Castaic, Stevenson Ranch, and
Valencia. VWC supplies water from local groundwater, imported water from CLWA, and
recycled water. VWC delivered approximately 30,000 of of water via approximately 31,000
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a).


CLWA was formed for the purpose of contracting wifll the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) to provide a supplemental supply of imported water from the California
Sate Water Project (SWP) to the Local Purveyors in the Santa Clarity Valley. CLWA serves
an area of 195 square miles in Los Angeles and Ventura counties. CLWA, as a SWP
Contractor, holds a water supply contract with DWR with a Table A Amount of 95,200 afl.


1.4.2 Water Supply
There are two main water supplies for the Santa Clarity Valley—local supplies and
imported supplies. Local supplies consist of groundwater and recycled water, and
imported supplies consist of SWP water, and S4VP-related supplies such as groundwater
banking programs, transfers, and purchases. Additional information on these supplies is


~ Table A Amount (formerly referred W as "entitlemenP') is named for the "Table A" in each SWP contractors Water
Supply Contract. It contains an annual buildup in Ta61e A Amounts of SWP water, from the firet year of the Water Supply
Contract through a specific year, based on growth projeIXions made before the Water Supply Contract was executed. CLWA
has augmented its Table A Amount through the acquisition of conVact rights from the Devil's Den Water District (in 1991) and
from the acquisition of contract rights from the Kem County Water Agency via the Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage
DisGict (in 1999). The total of all SWP Contractors' maximum Table A Amounts is wrrently about 4.17 million af.
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provided in Sections 3 and 4 of this Addendum. Background information on the SWP
system is provided below.


The SWP is a large water supply, storage, and distribution system authorized by an act of
the California State Legislature in 1959. Today, the S4VP includes 28 storage facilities,
reservoirs and lakes; 20 pumping plants; six pumping-generating plants and hydroelectric
power plants; and approximately 660 miles of aqueducts and pipelines. The primary water
source for the SWP is the drainage of the Feather River, a tributary of the Sacramento River.
Runoff released from Oroville Dam in Butte County flows down nahxral channels to the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta), where some of the water is pumped through
the North Bay Aqueduct to Napa and Solano counties. In the southern Delta, water is
pumped from the Clifton Court Forebay by the Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant into
the 444-mile-long, Governor Edmund G. Brown California Aqueduct (California Aqueduct)
The California Aqueduct conveys water to the primarily agricultural users in the San
Joaquin Valley and the primarily urban regions of the San Francisco Bay Area, the Central
Coast, and southern California. Water intended for use in southern California is conveyed
through the West Branch to Castaic Lake and through the East Branch to Lake Perris, which
are referred to as terminal reservoirs for the 54VP.


The original plan for the SWP included constructing additional water storage facIlifies as
Contractor demands increased, however, essentially no new construction of additional SWP
storage facilities has occurred since the initial SWP facilities were completed. Although
future construction or other actions can improve the quantity and reliability of S4VP
supplies (e.g., the CALFED Bay-Delta Program and the South Delta Improvement Program),
these actions entail their own environmental reviews, potential litigation delays, and multi-
year construction period; therefore, it is likely to take many years before any additional
storage and/or conveyance facilities that improve SWP reliability are operational.


In 1960, DWR began executing individual Water Supply Contracts with public agencies
throughout the State of California for financing and constructing S4VP facilifies designed to
deliver water to each public agency. ("SWP contractors" or "contractors" collectively refer to
the public agencies that hold SWP Water Supply Contracts with DWR.)


Each Water Supply Contract idenfifies a Table A Amount, the annual maximum amount of
water to which an SWP Contractor has a contract right. Each Contractor annually submits a
request to DWR for water delivery in the following year, in any amount up to the
Contractor's Table A Amount. The Water Supply Contracts provide that in a year when
DWR is unable to deliver total Contractor requests, deliveries to all contractors will be
reduced so that total deliveries equal total available supply for that year. While SWP
contractors currenfly hold Table A Amounts totaling approximately 4.173 million af, the
amount of water actually requested by contractors is less than that due to a number of
contractors whose demands have not yet increased to their full Table A Amount. Even at
these lower current demands, however, the SWP cannot meet all water delivery requests in
some years due to operational and environmental constraints.
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1.5 Contents of this Addendum
This Addendum contains the following secflons in addition to this Introduction:


• Section 2.0, Summary of the Spring Canyon Project. This section provides a description
of the aspects of the Project that are relevant to the subject of this Addendum.


• Section 3.0, Relevant New Informaflon. This section provides summaries of the new
studies, plans, and water management upgrades completed since completion and
adoption of the Final EIR.


• Section 4.0, Updated Water Supply Characteristics. This section provides an update of
regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability.


• Section 5.0, Impacts of the Spring Canyon Project. This section provides an update of
the water supply impact analysis for the Project in light of the new water supply
availabIlity, quality, and reliability in the Santa Clarita Valley.


• Secflon 6.0, List of Document Preparers and Organization and Persons Contacted. This
section provides a list of the preparers of this document and the organizations and
persons contacted.


• Sections 7.0, References. This section provides a list of references cited in this
Addendum.
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SECTION 2


Spring Canyon Project and Prior Environmental
Analyses


2.1 Project Description
The Project site is locatedunmediately north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad
Canyon Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and west of Agua Dulce Canyon Road in
the northeast portion of the Santa Clarita Valley (see Figure 3). This portion of the Santa
Clarity Valley is located within unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Project involves
the development of the approximately 548-acre property with single-family residenfial uses,
open space, and sites for several public service agencies. Vesting Tentative Tract Map 48086
for the Project includes 542 single-family residenfial lots on approximately Z20 acres, one
fire station lot, a sheriff sub-station lot, two parking sites totaling approximately 18 acres,
and three open space lots that would occupy the remaining 30 acres of the properly. As part
of the project mifigation, the Project also proposes to provide a 9-acre elementary school site
adjacent to the Project site on Tract 31973. The majority of the 542 residenfial lots are
proposed to be constructed in the south-central portion of the site along slopes, ridgelines
and flatter portions of both Tapie and Spring canyons.


The Project site is located within NCWD's Pinetree service area (see Figure 2). As shown in
Table 1, the Project would increase regional potable water demand by approximately 706 of
per year. This anficipated water demand would be met by a combination of local
groundwater, recycled water, and imported water supplies. All water would be acquired
kom the NCWD, and its wholesale supplier, CLWA. CLWA supplies imported water to the
Pinetree area through the Honby Lateral. NCWD operates and maintains the Lost Canyon
Pump Stafion, which provides pressure needed to deliver water to the area.


2.2 Previous Environmental Documentation
A Draft EIR for the Project (Vesting Tract 48086) was prepared and released for public
review in August 2000 (County of Los Angeles 2000). The Draft EIR examined the potential
Project-related impacts for the following environmental resource areas:


• Geotechnical
• Flood Hazard
• Cultural Resources
• Fire Hazard &Protective Services
• Noise
• Traffic and Access
• Water Services
• Air Quality
• Education


Biological Resources
• Solid Waste Disposal
• Sheriff Protection
• Visual Qualifies
• Recreation
• Environmental Safety
• Sewage Disposal
• Library Services
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TABLE 1
Project Water Use Estimate


Land Use Categories Water Use Factor Project Estimated Water Use


a~afy per


On-site


Single Family Residential 0.90 SFU~ 542 487.8


Fire Station 0.14 acre3 5.0 0.70


Landscaped Park Area and 3 acreZ 56.4 1692
Manufactured Slopes


Open Space" 0 acre 266 0


Streets 0 acre 34.3 0


Off-site


School Pad Area 3 acrez 9.3 27.9


Manufactured Slope (School Site) 3 acrez 6.7 20.1


Open Space (School Site)° 0 acre 4.02 0


Total 705.7


Note: aTy=acre-feet per year
t. Single Family dwelling unit generation factor designated in the "Master Water Plan for Pinetree Water System"
2. Valencia Water Company Water Duty Factor.
3. CLWA Urban Water Management Plan 2000.
4. Open space includes natural park areas (i.e., park areas that are not irrigated).
5. Streets will not have landscaped medians.


Based on the analyses contained in the Draft EIR, all the potentially significant
environmental impacts are mitigable to levels that are less than significant with the
incorporation of all available and appropriate mitigation measures, except in the areas of air
quality, visual/aesthetics, and biological resources.


In October 2001, the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission certified the
Final EIR for the Project, and also approved the Project's Conditional Use Permit, Oak Tree
Permit, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map, and recommended that the Board of Supervisors
adopt the Zone Change, General Plan Amendment, and Local Plan Amendments (County of
Los Angeles 2001).


The Final (Certified) EIR consists of the following: (1) the Draft EIR dated August 2000; (2)
the Response to Comments document dated September 25, 2001; (3) the Environmental
Findings document dated September 25, 2001; (4) the Statement of Overriding
Considerations document dated September 25, 2001; and (5) the Mitigation Monitoring
Program document dated September 25, 2001.


In October 2002, a Water Supply Assessment and Required Water Supply Written Verificafion
in compliance with the requirements of Water Code Section 10910 and Government Code
Section 66473.7 were approved by the NCWD Board of Directors. Based on the evaluation of
the anticipated land uses within the Project, the Water Supply Assessment and Verification
estimated that the Project would result in an additional annual demand of 705.7 af. The
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Water Supply Assessment and Verificafion was condifloned upon the Project developer
entering into an agreement with NCWD relating to the design and construction of water
system improvements related to the Project. This Addendum is prepared to assist NCWD
in its consideration of the agreement regarding the design and conshvction of water system
improvements for the Projeck


Subsequent to certification of the Final EIR, a Supplemental EIR was prepared to provide
additional informafion regarding the Project's potential environmental analysis on traffic
condiflons and to provide the necessary water supply assessment required under Water
Code Secfion 10910 and Government Code Secflon 66473.7 (County of Los Angeles 2003).
The Supplemental EIR was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in January 2003.
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New Relevant Information


This section summarizes the new information on water supply, water quality, and water
supply reliability that was not available for considerafion by the County during its prior
approval of the Project (refer to Chapter 4 for an overview of the current supply and
demand characterisflcs in the CLWA service area). The documents and reports summarized
below are publicly available from NCWD, CLWA, or D4VR (refer to Section ~.


3.1 Local Supplies
Water derived from local sources includes groundwater pumped from the Alluvial or
Saugus Formation aquifers in the Santa Clarity Valley or from recycled water following
treatment and disinfectant at local wastewater treatrnent plants. New information about
these local sources is provided below.


3.1.1 Groundwater
The local groundwater source for the Santa Clarity Valley is the Santa Clara River Valley
Groundwater Basin and specifically the East Subbasin. The East Subbasin and the locaflon
of the Alluvial and Saugus Formation aquifers are shown on Figures 4 and 5.


3.1.1.1 Groundwater Management Plan


Water management agencies and those individuals and organizations producing water from
ttte local groundwater resources in the Santa Clarity Valley prepared and adopted a regional
Groundwater Management Plan in December 2003 (CLWA 2003c). This Plan satisfies all
applicable requirements (including those outlined in Assembly Bill [AB] 134 and AB 3030
and associated sections of the California Water Code). The Groundwater Management Plan
ouflines four specific management goals for the East Subbasin (CLWA 2003c):


1. Development of integrated surface water, groundwater, and recycled water supply to
meet existing and projected demands for municipal, agricultural, and other water
supply;


2. Assessment of groundwater basin conditions to determine a range of operational yield
values that will make use of local groundwater conjunctively with SWP and recycled
water to avoid groundwater overdraft;


3. Preservation of groundwater quality, including active characterization and resolution of
any groundwater contamination problems; and,


4. Preservation of interrelated surface water resources, which includes managing
groundwater to not adversely impact surface and groundwater discharges or quality to
downstream basin(s).
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As described in the Plan, implementation of the specific management goals for the Alluvial
aquifer system would result in the preservafion of the groundwater levels and quality that is
consistent with the last 30 years of use of that resource. While some specific changes in
groundwater levels have been observed over the last 20 years, there has been no chronic
decline in groundwater level or aquifer storage. Management actions to reduce water
surface fluctuations, sustain aquifer recharge and avoid storage overdraft will accomplish
the basin objectives while continuing to use local groundwater to meet part of the existing
and anflcipated water requirements of the Santa Clarita Valley.


Implementafion of the specific management goals for the Saugus Formahion aquifer would
also result in the preservation of the groundwater levels and quality. However, pumping
rates from the Saugus Formaflon aquifer may be intermittenfly higher than the historic
pumping rates during periods of low SWP supply or other emergency conditions. Such
increases in pumping rate would withdraw a small parfion of the total aquifer storage and
successfully contribute to local water supplies while meeting the management objective.
Water stored in the Saugus Formation would be expected to recover via a reduction in
pumping during wet ar normal conditions.


Development and adoption of the regional Groundwater Management Plan does not change
the water supply available for use in the Santa Clarita Valley. However, the Plan does
provide additional assurances regarding groundwater use and protection of that use
through the four management goals listed above.


3.1.1.2 Ammonium Perchlorate Contamination


Perchlorate, originating at the former Whittaker-Bermite propellant production facility, has
been a water quality concern in groundwater basins of the Santa Clarity Valley. Perchlorate
was first detected in four wells in the Saugus Formation in 1997. In November 2002,
perchlorate was detected in one Alluvial well (Stadium well) near the Whittaker-Bermite
site, and in early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second Alluvial well. All six wells
were removed from active water service, and one of the Alluvial wells has been returned to
active water supply service with the operation of wellhead perchlorate removal technology
approved for operation by California Departrnent of Health Services (DHS; Santa Clarity
Valley Water Purveyors [SCVWP] 2006). In addition, based on zone specific modeling, very
low levels of perchlorate contamination, i.e., approximately 2 parts per billion, were found
in well NG13 (personal communication, 5. Cole 2006). However, this level is well below the
action level and the well remains in operation (personal communication, S. Cole 2006).


In November 2000, CLWA and the Local Purveyors filed a suit against the then current and
former owners of the Whittaker-Bermite site. 111e suit seeks to have the defendants cover all
costs of response, contaminant removal, remedial actions, and any liabilities or damages
caused by the contamination. In 2003, the parfles reached an interun settlement and
funding agreement, which since expired in January 2005. However, negoflaflons continue
toward reaching a final settlement (SCV WP 2006). The parties to the lawsuit have also
joinfly developed a plan to pump and treat contaminated water from some of the impacted
wells to stop the movement of the plume.


The development and implementation of a cleanup plan for the Whittaker-Bermite site and
the impacted groundwater is being coordinated among CLWA, the Local Purveyors, the
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City of Santa Clarita, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In February 2003, the DTSC and the impacted Local
Purveyors entered into an agreement in which DTSC will provide review and oversight of
the response activities being undertaken by the impacted Local Purveyors related to the
detecfion of perchlorate in the five impacted wells (SCVWP 2003).


CLWA and the affected Local Purveyors have undertaken a comprehensive groundwater
contaimnent, treatment, and restorafion project to address perchlorate contamination
(CLWA 2005c). The project would intercept the perchlorate plume in the Saugus Formation
groundwater (SCVWP 2006 and CLWA 2005c). Contaminated water would be pumped
from intercepting wells to the new treatrnent facility where the chemical would be removed
and the treated water used as part of the Santa Clarity Valley drinking water supply.
Construction is scheduled to begin in November 2006, and startup and monitoring is
planned to begin in Apri12007.


Remediation of the contaminated aquifers and lands will restore the producflon capacity of
the affected wells. Remediation will also eliminate the risk of further contamination of
water stored in either the Saugus Formafion or Alluvial aquifers.


3.1.2 Recycled Water
As water demands in the Santa Clarity Valley increase, recycled water will be an important
factor in increasing water supply reliabIlity. Los Angeles County Sanitation District
(LACSD) is the main supplier water for recycling in the CLWA service area. Distribution of
the recycled water is the responsibility of CLWA. LACSD owns and operates tcvo water
reclamation plants (WRP) in the CLWA service area, the Saugus WRP and the Valencia
WRP.


The Saugus WRI', located in District No. 26, was completed in 1962 and has undergone tcvo
expansions since that time. Its current design capacity is 6.5 million gallons per day (mgd).
Use of tertiary treated water from this plant for water recycling is permitted under the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) Order No. 87-49; however,
there is concern that reducing discharges from this plant may impact habitat in the Santa
Clara River downstream of the WRI' (both the Saugus and Valencia WRP discharge treated
water to the Santa Clara River). Because of these concerns, water from the Valencia WRP is
used for recycled purposes.


The Valencia WRP was completed in 1967. After three subsequent expansions, its current
capacity is 21.6 mgd. Use of recycled water from this plant is permitted under LARWQCB
Order No. 87-48. In July 1996, CLWA entered into an agreement with LACSD to purchase
up to 1,700 acre-feet per year (afy) of recycled water from the Valencia WRP. In 2002,
CLWA constructed facilities needed to ufllize this supply and began recycled water
deliveries in 2003.


The Saugus and Valencia WRP's together have a design capacity of 28.1 mgd. To
accommodate future growth in the Santa Clarity Valley and meet LARWQCB standards,
LACSD is expanding the Valencia WRP. The Phase I expansion of 9 mgd was completed in
2002. Phase 2 is expected to be completed in 2010 and would expand the capacity by an
additional6 mgd. There are no current plans to expand the Saugus WRP. With completion
of the Phase II expansion at the Valencia WRP, total combined capacity at the WRPs would
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be 341 mgd (35,200 afy). Table 2 provides the existing and projected future wastewater
flow for the Saugus and Valencia WRPs.


TABLE 2
Saugus and Valencia WRP Wastewater Collection and Caoaci


Type of Wastewater Capacity (a~


2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


Wastewater Collected and 20,542 31,500 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200
Treated in the Service Area


Q~a~tity that meets Recycled 20,542 31,500 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200
Water Standards


Source: C~WA 2005a


Use of recycled water by CLWA is constrained by water right holders downstream of the
Santa Clarity Valley: According to Section 1211 of the California Water Code, downstream
water rights holders are protected if the source of return flow is "native water". Native
water is water that, under natural conditions, would contribute to a given stream or other
body of water. The use of "foreign water;' such as imported SWP water, by downstream
water right holders is not protected under the Water Code. Therefore, groundwater
pumped from and used in the Valley is considered "native water" while imported SWP
water is considered "foreign water". Only the percentage of foreign water discharged from
the WRPs can be diverted for recycling purposes. While CLWA has been approved to use
1,700 afy of recycled water, it may only do so if the amount of foreign water to be
discharged from the WRP's meets or exceeds this amount.


Table 3 provides the current and projected future demand and availability of recycled
water. In 2005, foreign water comprised 64 percent of the Valley's potable water supply,
while the remaining 36 percent consisted of native water. Future (2030) projected potable
water demand is expected to be met with 65 percent foreign and 35 percent native water.
This means that projected recycled water availability will be 65 percent of generated
wastewater.


TABLE 3
Current and Protected Demand and Availability of Recycled Water


Native Foreign Recycled Potable Waste- Foreign Foreign
Water Water Water Water water Water Water
Demand Demand ~ Demand Demand Flow Percentage Portion of
(afy) (afy)~ (afy) Total(afy) (afy) of Potable Wastewater
(a) (b) (c) (a+b+c) Water (afy)


Demand


2005 Projected 25,500 46,100 800 71,600 31,500 64% 20,100


2030 Future 39,700 72,800 17,931 112,500 38,200 65°/a 24,830


Source: CLWA 2005a.
Notes: (t) Foreign water includes SWP water, water transfers, and desalination.


In addition to the previously discussed sources of recycled water, the Newhall Ranch
development is planning to construct a water reclamation plant and this new source of non-
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potable water may become available to CLWA in the future. Berry Petroleum, another
potential recycled water supplier, is considering treafing the produced water from the
Placenta Oilfield and making it available for CLWA to purchase. This recycled water source
would be available on a short-term basis only because it is a by-product of oil extraction.
The use of these recycled water sources for irrigation and to meet non-potable demand
would allow CLWA to more efficienfly use and distribute its potable water, increasing the
reliability of water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley.


While actual recycled. water demand was only 448 of in 2004, projected future recycled
water demands are expected to steadily increase to 3,300 of in 2015, and 17,400 of in 2030
(CLWA 2005a). Recycled water is used for non-potable, landscape purposes.


3.2 Imported Supplies
Imported water supplies consist primarily of SWP or SWP-related supplies (such as
transfers and groundwater banking programs).


3.2.1 Semitropic Groundwater Banking Projects
In 2002 and 2003, CLWA entered into agreements with the Semitropic Water Storage District
(Semitropic) to store a porfion of CLWA's available Table A Amount under Semitropic's
groundwater banking program (CLWA 2002 and 2003a). In 2002, CLWA stored 24,000 af,
and in 2003, CLWA stored 32,522 af. Under the terms of both storage agreements, water can
be stored for up to 10 years and 90 percent of the amount stored by CLWA, or 50,870 of is
recoverable through 2013 to meet demands in the CLWA service area. Water not recovered
by CLWA after 2013 is forfeited. As described in the 2005 LT4VMP and in Section 4 below,
CLWA anficipates using the stored water for adry-year supply (CLWA 2005a).


A legal challenge was filed on CEQA grounds to CLWA's approval of its 2002 Groundwater
Banking Project and its related Negative Declaration (California Water Network v. Castaic
Lake Water Agency [Ventura Superior Court Case No. CIV 215327]). The Trial Court ruled
in favor of CLWA, and found that the approval of the project and the Negative Declaration
did not violate CEQA. The Court of Appeal decided the case in favor of CLWA and rejected
all of the petitioners claims on appeal. The decision is now final. No legal challenges were
filed to CLWA's approval of the 2003 Groundwater Banking Project or its related Negative
Declaration.


Implementation of groundwater banking agreements with Semitropic does not change the
long-term, year-by-year water supply available for use in the Santa Clarity Valley.
However, implementation of these agreements does increase the reliability of supplies for
use within the CLWA service area because water stored in Semitropic could be used to
augment dry-year supply sometime in the future.


3.2.2 CLWA Supplemental Water Project (41,000 Acre-foot Table A Transfer)
The principal component of the CLWA Supplemental Water Project is the execution of an
agreement for the transfer for 41,000 of of SWP Table A Amount and the associated
conveyance and delivery terms from Kern County Water Agency (KCWA) to CLWA. In
1999, CLWA entered into such a contract with KCWA and its member unit, the Wheeler
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Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District (WRMWSD). DWR concurred on this arrangement
and modified CLWA's water delivery contract to conform to the agreement.


This transfer of contract rights to the SWP was part of the "Monterey Amendments". These
amendments to the water delivery contract for the SWP are based on a statement of
principles that were incorporated into an omnibus revision of the long-term contracts
between DWR and most of the agencies that hold contracts governing the delivery of water
and other rights under the SWP.


Prior to the enactrnent of the Monterey Amendments and in compliance with an agreement
among the SWP contractors and DWR, the Central Coast Water Agency (CCWA), one of the
SWP contractors, acted as the lead agency for the preparation of a program EIR, which was
used to support Monterey Amendments (the "Monterey Agreement Program EIR"). Each of
the other affected SWP contractors and DWR later adopted the Monterey Agreement
Program EIR. These actions were challenged in court by the Planning and Conservation
League, Citizens Planning Association, and Plumas County. In the absence of a restraint
from the courts, DWR modified the contracts to the S4VP and implemented the various
components of the Monterey Agreement. At this point, the omnibus revision of the long-
term contracts became know as the Monterey Amendments.


CLWA later prepared and certified a Supplemental Water Project EIR (CLWA 1999) to
evaluate the agreement with KCWA, including the 41,000 of transfer. As a project contained
within the Monterey Agreement Program EIR, the Supplemental Water Project EIR was
tiered off of the Monterey Agreement Program EIR.


After CLWA's certificaflon of the Supplemental Water Project EIR, the Monterey Agreement
Program EIR was decerfified by the Court of Appeal in Planning and Conservation League v.
Dept. of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4~~ 892 (PCL). The Court of Appeal in PCL held
that DWR should have been the lead agency for the program EIR, instead of CCWA, and
required DWR to prepare and certify its own EIR for N1e Monterey Agreement. The Court
did not invalidate the Monterey Agreement or enjoin the resulting implementing transfer
contracts. Instead, the Court directed the trial court to consider whether the Monterey
Agreement should remain in place pending DWR's prepazation of a new EIR under Public
Resources Section 21168.9 and to retain jurisdiction pending certification of the new EIR.


Because it was tiered from a now decertified program EIR, the Court of Appeal decertified
CLWA's Supplemental Water Project EIR in Friends of the Snntn Clara River v. Cnstaic Lnke
Water Agenn,/ (2002) 95 Cal. App. 3d 1373 (Friends).


The Court of Appeal in Friends decerflfied CLWA's Supplemental Water Project EIR solely
because it tiered from the now decertified Monterey Agreement Program EIR. The Court
expressly found that all other contenfions concerning the legal adequacy of the EIR were
without merit. "If the PCL/tiering problem had not arisen, we would have affirmed the
judgment." Friends, supra, at 1357.


Similarly, the Court of Appeal in Friends did not enjoin the Supplemental Water Projector
its 41,000 of transfer. It instead ordered the trial court to consider whether the contract
authorizing the 41,000 of transfer should remain in place pending CLWA's preparation of a
new EIR that is not tiered from the now decertified program EIR under Public Resources
Code Section 21168. Accordingly, the Court did not issue any ruling affecting CLWA's


340 ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR
OCTOBER 2006







SECTION 3: NEW RELEVANT INFORMATION


ability to continue to use and rely on the 41,000 af, leaving it to the trial court to determine
whether to enjoin CLWA's use of the water pending its completion of a new EIR. Friends,
supra, at 1388.


In September 2002, on remand to the Los Angeles County Superior Court, the Friends
pehitioners applied under Public Resources Section 21165.9 to enjoin CLWA from continuing
to use and rely on water from the 41,000 of transfer. The trial court rejected that request. In
December 2003, the Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court's ruling and refused to enjoin
CLWA from continuing to use and rely on water from the 41,000 of transfer pending
complefion of a new EIR. The Friends petitioners were permitted to renew its application
based upon evidence of the actual use of such additional water for purposes it considers
improper.


Meanwhile, before the trial court in Fr2ends acted on remand, the parties to the PCL lifigation
entered into a settlement agreement, which was later approved by the Sacramento County
Superior Court. The setflement agreement provides that SWP would continue to be
admuristered and operated in accord with both the Monterey Amendments and the terms of
the setHement agreement. The settlement agreement did not invalidate or vacate the
Monterey Amendments or any water transfer effected under them, including the CLWA-
KCWA transfer. The settlement agreement recognized the pending litigation on the 41,000
of transfer and the parfles to the setHement agreement agreed that the litigation should
remain in the Los Angeles County Superior Court. The water transfer was effected and
permanent under the settlement agreement.


The CLWA Board of Directors decertified its 1999 Supplemental Water Project Final EIR on
November 27, 2002. CLWA then prepared and certified a new Supplemental Water Project
EIR in December 2004. The new Supplemental Water Project EIR, prepared in accordance
with the decisions of the Second Appellate Court, Fourth Division and the Superior Court of
Los Angeles, re-evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the transfer of the 41,000
of of SWP Table A Amount, without tiering hom the Monterey Agreement EIR (CLWA
2004). This EIR also evaluated the use of SWP facilities from Northern California to Los
Angeles County for the delivery of SWP water to the CLWA service area, and use of this
water within the CLWA service area (CLWA 2004).


Two legal challenges to CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR were filed in January
2005 in the Ventura County Superior Court (Plnnning and Consemntion Lengiie v. CLWA and
California Wnter Impact Nehuork v. CLWA). These challenges were transferred to the Los
Angeles Superior Court. The trial is scheduled for January 7, 2007.


Although CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR is currenfly being challenged in
court, CEQA requires that the EIR be conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA until a
court has judged it deficient. See Public Resources Code Section 21167.3(b), CEQA
Guidelines Section 15231.


Other court actions have addressed water planning issues in the Santa Clarita Valley and
the CLWA Supplemental Water Project specifically.


Mosfrecenfly, the Court of Appeal in Califoniin Dak Fotmdntion v. Cih~ of Santa Claritn (2005)
133 Ca1.App.4~ struck down the City of Santa Clarita's cerflfica8on of an EIR for the Gate-
King industrial project because it did not address the legal uncertainties surrounding the
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41,000 of transfer. The City's EIR included no discussion of the uncertainty regarding the
41,000 of transfer other than references to it in the appendices and responses to comments.
The Court of Appeal found this to be an inadequate analysis because it failed to inform the
public of the litigation uncertainties surrounding fl1e transfer.


The Court of Appeal's ruling in Caiifornin Onk does not prohibit reliance on the CLWA
Supplemental Water Project, including the 41,000 of transfer. The Court criticized the City's
reasoning for relying on the CLWA-imported water supply (including the 41,000 of Table A
transfer), but it did not bar the City or any other agency from relying on the transfer for
plazuiiitg, purposes.


Instead, the Court of Appeal held that the EIR must include either: (1) an analysis of why it
is appropriate to rely on the 41,000 of transfer; or in the alternafive (2) an analysis of how the
demand for water would be met without the 41,000 of entiflement. The Court held that it
was still up to the City to determine whether reliance on the 41,000 of is reasonable.


Accordingly, under California Onk, so long as the agency has analyzed the uncertainfles
surrounding this water supply, it is within the agency's province to decide whether to rely
on the transfer for planning purposes.


Despite the litigation uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 of transfer since its inception, the
transfer was completed in 1999 and the water has been continuously delivered to CLWA.
CLWA has paid approximately $47 million for the additional Table A Amount based on the
transfer. The monies have been delivered. The sales price was financed by tax-exempt
bonds. DWR recognized the transfer as permanent under the Monterey Agreement by
entering into Amendment No. 18 to CLWA's agreement, which increases its Table A
Amount by 41,000 af. The water supplies have consistenfly been allocated to CLWA based
on that entiflement ever since.


A future adverse judgment invalidating the Monterey Agreement or the 41,000 of transfer
could affect CLWA's and NCWD's ability to use water from the 41,000 of transfer and
adversely affect CLWA's and NCWD's water supplies over the long term. The new
pending challenges to the adequacy of CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR and
DWR's pending preparation of a new Monterey Agreement Program EIR therefore create
potential uncertainty regarding the 41,000 of transfer.


However, it is not reasonable to believe that pending litigation is likely to unwind executed
and completed agreements with respect to the permanent transfer of SWP water amounts,
including the 41,000 of transfer.


After review of the current avaIlable information, NCWD determines that it is appropriate
to rely upon the 41,000 of transfer for planning purposes for the following reasons:


1. The Monterey Agreement and resulting implementing transfer amendments remain
in full force and effect, and no court has questioned the validity of the Monterey
Agreement or the resulting implementing contracts.


2. The Court of Appeal refused to enjoin the reasonable use of water from the CLWA
Supplemental Water Project including the 41,000 of transfer in Fnencis.
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3. The existing SWP Water Delivery contract (including the 41,000 of transfer
amendment) remains in full force and effect, and no court has ever questioned the
validity of the contract or enjoined use of this portion of CLWA's Table A Amount.


4. DWR is preparing an EIR that will analyze all of the water transfers that were
facilitated by the Monterey Amendments; this does not preclude CLWA from
preparing and certifying its own EIR for the 41,000 of transfer, as instructed by
Friends.


5. CLWA has certified the Supplemental Water Project EIR, including the 41,000 of
Table A Amount transfer, without tiering from the Monterey Agreement EIR.


6. The 1999 CLWA Supplemental Water Project EIR for the 41,000 of transfer was
overturned solely because it tiered kom alater-decertified Monterey Agreement EIR.


7. CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR corrects the sole defect identified by
the Court of Appeal (i.e., fiering off the Monterey Agreement Program EIR).


8. CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR must be deemed to be legally
adequate until and unless it is set aside by a court.


9. Nothing in the Monterey Amendments settlement agreement precludes reliance on
the 41,000 aF transfer.


10. Nothing in the Monterey Amendments settlement agreement precludes CLWA from
preparing and certifying its new Supplemental Water Project EIR for the 41,000 of
transfer, as instructed by the Court of Appeal in Friends.


11. The Monterey Amendments settlement agreement expressly authorizes the
operafion of the SWP in accordance wiflt the Monterey Amendments, which
authorize the 41,000 of transfer.


12. The 41,000 of transfer was completed in 1999 and DWR has allocated and annually
delivered water in accordance with the completed transfer. A price was set, the
money was paid (financed by tax-exempt bonds), DWR amended CLWA's contract
to include the addifional entiflement, and the water has been continuously allocated
and annually delivered to CLWA since 2000.


13. The Los Angeles County Superior Courtin Sierra Club, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita,
et al., Case No. BS 098 722 recenfly upheld the City of Santa Clarita's EIR for
Newhall Land and Farming's Riverpark project and expressly found that the City
properly relied on the 41,000 of water transfer for planning purposes. See
Attachment A.


3.2.3 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,
Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program
CLWA has entered into a water banking agreement with the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water
Storage District (RRBWSD). The EIR for this project was certified and the project was
approved by CLWA in October 2005. Under the RRBWSD Groundwater Storage, Banking,
Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program (RRBWSD Storage and Recovery
Program), CLWA would store up to 20,000 afy of its total SWP Table A Amount for use later
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withdrawal and delivery to the CLWA service area in a future year or years when demand
in the CLWA service area is greater than supply (i.e., in drier years; CLWA 2005b).
Additional yearly storage capacity may be provided from time to time as determined by
RRBWSD, however, the maximum amount of stored water that CLWA will have in the
RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program at any time is 100,000 af. Over the life of the
project (through 2035), CLWA will be able to store a total of 200,000 of in the RRBWSD
Storage and Recovery Program (CLWA 2005b). Under the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery
Program, CLWA banked 20,000 of in 2005 and will bank 20,000 of this year (personal
communication, D. Masnada 2006).


Under the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program, CLWA may elect to deliver to
RRBWSD its excess Table A Amount or other SWP supplies available to CLWA. RRBWSD
would use this water in lieu of pumping groundwater for irrigation or would directly
recharge it to the underlying groundwater basin in recharge/percolation ponds. Upon
request, RRBWSD would return CLWA's previously stored S4VP water in one or more
years, by either (1) requesting that an equivalent amount of RRBWSD's SWP water be
delivered to CLWA (exchange); or (2) by pumping the water from its groundwater basin
(pumpback) to the Cross Valley Canal into the Edmund G. Brown California Aqueduct
(California Aqueduct), at which time the water would commingle with the SWP water in the
California Aqueduct and would be conveyed to CLWA. The water RRBWSD rehxrns to
CLWA would be delivered through the California Aqueduct to CLWA on aspace-available
basis within the capacity of SWP facilities. CLWA will be able to request the withdrawal of
20,000 afy plus any additional and available extraction capacity as determined by RRBWSD.
If RRBWSD constructs additional extraction facilities in the future, CLWA could potenfially
request up to 45,000 afy of its banked water.


This is a long-term banking and exchange project that would extend through 2035. The
RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program would improve the reliability of CLWA's existing
dry-year supplies. The purpose of flus project is to increase water supply reliability in the
Santa Clarity Valley during single or multiple dry years.


3.2.4 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
CLWA is evaluating a water acquisition agreement with the Buena Vista Water Storage
District (BVWSD) and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District (RRBWSD), referred to
as the BV4VSD/RRBWSD Water Acquisition Project. The water acquired by CLWA would
be used to meet current and future demand in its service area, and anticipated demands of
several currently idenfified sites that CLWA may soon be requested to annex into its service
area. Through the BV4VSD/RRBWSD Water Acquisition Project, CLWA would have rights
to purchase the 11,000 of annually from BVWSD/RRBWSD during the term of CLWA's
SWP Contract (2035), with an option to extend to a later date.


This ll,000 of of water acquired by CLWA would be used to meet current and future
demand in its service area or the service area as it may be extended through annexaflon. An
additiona19,000 of would be available for purchase from year-to-year, depending on the
hydrologic conditions and water availability, for a total of 20,000 af. This additional water
would only be available periodically, and while it would increase the water supply
reliability for the CLWA service area, it would not support new development.
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The Draft EIR for the CLWA Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage
District/Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
was issued in June 2006 (CLWA 2006b). The Final EIR for the project is currenfly being
prepared; the Board of Directors is expected to deternune whether to certify the EIR and
approve the project in the fall of 2006. If approved, the project would increase CLWA's
water supply by 11,000 to 20,000 afy. A portion (11,000 afy) of this water would be used to
support existing and anticipated new demands, and a portion (up to 9,000 afy) would be
used to increase the water supply reliability in the CLWA service area.


3.3 New Facilities


3.3.1 Treatment
CLWA filters and disinfects SWP water at its tcvo treatrnent plants prior to its distribution to
Local Purveyors. Since the completion of the CEQA evaluaflons for the Project, CLWA has
approved and constructed upgrades to the Earl Schmidt Water Filtration Plant and is
considering expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant. The following secfion
summari2es these actions.


The Earl Schmidt Water FIltration Plant (ESWFP) is one of two potable water treatrnent
plants in the CLWA service area. The ESWFP is located near Castaic Junction, south of Lake
Hughes Road and adjacent to Castaic Lake. It receives untreated SWP water from Castaic
Lake and treats that water to meet applicable potable water quality standards.


CLWA was evaluating designs and potential environmental impacts of the upgrade and
expansion of the ESWFP at the time of the approval of the Project. The process
modifications were designed to achieve compliance with current and proposed water
quality regulafions (CLWA 2003b). The capacity modifications to the ESWFP were intended
to accommodate a firm treatment capacity of 56 mgd (CLWA 2003b). These capacity
modifications had the additional benefits of providing: (1) a greater degree of redundancy in
treatrnent capabilities in the event of an emergency; (2) additional peak throughput capacity
to meet existing summer peaking needs; and (3) capacity to serve fuhzre growth.


CLWA approved the plans for this project in mid-2003. Construction of the ESWFP
upgrade and expansion followed the project approval. The 56 mgd plant has been
functioning with its new processing system and added capacity since the spring of 2005.


CLWA is currenfly evaluating designs for the expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatrnent
Plant (CLWA 2006a). The plans call for the unmediate expansion of this facility from its
current 30 mgd to 60 mgd. The capacity modifications would have the same benefits as
described for the ESWFP, above. The CLWA Board of Directors recenfly approved the
project and certified the Rio Vista Water Treatrnent Plant Expansion Final EIR on August 23,
2006.


Expansion of treatment capacity enhances the ability of regional water agencies to meet the
peak demands of water users. Without these expansions water purveyors would be forced
to increase the pumping capacity of groundwater wells to meet peak demands. Treatment
plant expansions do enhance the reliability of the delivery of water to users but do not add
to the reliability of the supply.
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3.3.2 Conveyance


CLWA provides treated water to the Local Purveyors via network pipelines. Since the
completion of the CEQA evaluations for the Project, CLWA has approved the extension of
the Honby Pipeline, and is in the process of extending flee Pitches Pipeline and the Sand
Canyon Pipeline and related storage reservoir.


Completion and operation of the new facilities described below does not influence the
amount of water available to support new development (like the Project) in the CLWA
service area, but does support the delivery of the avaIlable water for use to existing and
future development. Facilities upgrades in the CLWA service area significanHy contribute
to meeting peak period daily demands and provide redundancy to cope with unanticipated
outages and emergencies.


3.3.2.1 Pitches Pipeline


The Pitches Pipeline is an approximately 4,300-foot-long, 24inch lateral pipeline extension
that extends existing pipeline from just east of Interstate 5 to the intersection of the Old
Road and Sedona Way in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Pitches Pipeline carries
created imported water to the northwestern portion of CLWA's service area to supplement
existing groundwater supplies distributed by the Local Purveyors. The Pitches Pipeline
was completed in fall of 2005.


3.3.2.2 Honby Pipeline


The Honby Pipeline Project is the construction of a 9,500-foot, 60-inch buried steel water
pipeline to replace the existing 33-inch Honby pipeline, in a new alignment Construction
will occur in two stages. The first phase will include construcflon of a 2,500-foot pipeline
segment that will connect the 84-inch treated water pipeline that leads kom the RV W1'P to
the existing Honby Pipeline. The second phase will consist of the construction of the
remaining 7,000-foot segment of the pipeline. This segment will continue from the end of
the 2,500-foot segment to the new Sand Canyon pump stafion. Construction is expected to
be complete by spring 2007. This pipeline will transport water that is already part of
CLWA's supply.


3.3.2.3 Sand Canyon Pipeline


CLWA recenfly completed the construction of the Sand Canyon Pipeline and pump station,
and the construction of a related storage reservoir is currenfly underway. Construction is
expected to be completed by December 2006. The 48-inch, approximately 30,000-foot-long
water pipeline originates near the intersection of Furnivall Avenue and Santa Clara Street
where the new Sand Canyon pump station is located. The pipeline travels southeast from
the new pump stafion and terminates at the new storage reservoir being constructed west of
Rolling Hills Avenue and Warmuth Road. The new pump stafion wIIl provide the lift to
transport water to the 7-million-gallon storage reservoir and ensure that adequate pressure
is available throughout the project's service zone.
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3.4 Plans and Reports


3.4.1 NCWD Water Supply Report
In late 2004, NCWD prepared an assessment of regional water supplies to assist the agency
in determining if currenfly available and reasonably foreseeable water sources will be
sufficient to meet existing and anticipated future water demands (NCWD 2004). This
assessment characterized the local and imported water supplies available to NCWD, the
reliability of those water supplies and the projected water demands for the Santa Clarity
Valley, and those within the NCWD service area. The assessment followed the guidelines in
the California Water Code Secfions 10910-10912 for approach, required information, and the
criteria for determining supply sufficiency to allow NCWD to facilitate the use of the
information in the Water Supply Report in future.


NCWD evaluated various methods of predicting future water demands. The various
methods included regional projections of per capita use estimates, exirapolafion of historic
water connection to new water connections, and econometric approaches using planned
land use. The extrapolation of historic water connection method (with consideration of the
results of the other methods) was used in this report.


It was determined that the total annual demand within the NCWD service area at build-out
of the approved land use (at an indeterminate date) would be 29,150 af. Water connections
were expected to increase to 14,550 by 2025. Water demand (with anticipated conservation
measures) was expected to increase to 17,400 afy by 2025.


NCWD reviewed the status of each of the local and imported water supplies, their
constraints, reliability, and augmentafion possibilifles. Based on those analyses sufficient
water supplies appeared to be available to meet anticipated demand through 2025. This
determinafion included normal, multiple dry, and single dry year conditions along with the
use of local groundwater, imported, banked, and recycled supplies.


3.4.2 Santa Clarity Valley Water Reports
Water management agencies in the Santa Clarity Valley have prepared the annual.Santa
Clnrita Valley Water Report (SCV4VR) since 1998. This report provides the current
information about water supplies (including the local groundwater resources, S4VP water
supplies, water conservation supplies and recycled water) and demands. The 2005 edition
reviews the sufficiency and reliability of current supplies compared to existing demand and
provides ashort-term ouflook of the supply-demand relationship for 2006.


As described in the most recent SCV WR, the total water demand in the Santa Clarity Valley
in 2005 was approximately 83,60 af. Approximately 85 percent (70,8D0 a~ of this demand
was delivered for municipal use and the remainder (12,800 afl was for agricultural and
other (miscellaneous) uses. As a result of the significantly wet conditions that prevailed
through winter and spring, total demand in 2005 was approximately five percent lower than
in 2004, and about nine percent lower than had been esfimated in the previous SCV WR.
The total water demands were met by a combination of about 45,100 of from local
groundwater resources, about 38,000 of of SWP water, and about 450 of of recycled water.
Groundwater supplies were used to meet nearly 32,300 of for municipal demand and 12,800
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of for agricultural and other uses. Groundwater supplies from the alluvial aquifer produced
approximately 38,700 of and slighfly less than 6,500 of were pumped from the underlying,
deeper Saugus Formation. Alluvial aquifer pumping represented about a 5,000 of increase
from 2004 while pumping from the Saugus formation was essentially unchanged. Neither
pumping volume resulted in any overall change in ongoing groundwater conditions (water
levels, water quality, etc.) in either aquifer system. S4VP deliveries to the Local Purveyors
decreased by about 9,000 of from the volume delivered in 2004.


Table 4 provides a summary of the water uses and supplies in the Santa Clarity Valley in
2005.


TABLE 4
Summary of 2005 Water Supplies and Uses (acre-feet
Municipal


State Water Project 38,034


Groundwater (Total) 32,316


Alluvial Aquifer 26,368


Saugus Formation 5,948


Recycled Water 438


Subtotal 70,788


Agriculture/Miscel I aneou s


State Water Project -


Groundwater (Total) 12,785


Alluvial Aquifer 12,280


Saugus Formation 505


Subtotal 12,785


Total 83,573


Source: SCVWP 2005


CLWA's final allocation of Table A from the SWP for 2005 was 90 percent, or 85,680 af.
Utilizing SWP contract provisions, CLWA elected to "carry over" unused remaining Table
A Amount into 2006. The total avaIlable SWP supply in 2005 was S8,3S2 af, including 2,702
of of 2004 carryover delivered in early 2005. CLWA deliveries were 38,034 of to the
Purveyors and 20,000 of to the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program (described above),
with 31,377 of of the 2005 Table A Amount for potential carryover to 2006. In 2005, CLWA
did not need to supplement water supplies from the two groundwater banking agreements
with Seatitropic.


The SCVWR also provided a review of the status of the water resources available for use in
the Santa Clarity Valley and applicable water management plans. Management plans for
the Alluvial aquifer anticipate withdrawals in the range of 30,000 to 40,000 afy in
average/normal years, and 30,000 to 35,000 afy in dry years. Pumping from the Alluvial
aquifer was 38,700 of in 2005. Higher than average precipitation in late 2004 and 2005
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resulted in significant water level recovery in the eastern part of the basin, continuing the
overall trend of fluctuating groundwater levels witlwi a generally constant range over the
last 30 years. On a long-term basis, there is no evidence of any historic or recent trend
toward permanent water level or storage decline.


These ongoing data indicate that the Alluvial aquifer remains in good operating condition
and can continue to support pumping in the range described above without adverse results
(e.g., long-term water level decline or degradafion of groundwater quality). While there
have been historical fluctua8ons in groundwater level and quality, typically associated with
variations in precipitation and sireamflow, there has been no long-term trend toward
groundwater quality degradation; groundwater produced hom the Alluvial aquifer remains
a viable municipal and agricultural water supply.


All other Alluvial wells operated by the Purveyors continue to be used for municipal water
supply service; those wells near the Whittaker-Bermite property are routinely sampled and
perchlorate has not been detected. The inactivation of Alluvial wells due to perchlorate
contamination (described above) does not limit the Purveyors' ability to produce
groundwater from the Alluvial aquifer in accordance with the groundwater operating plan.


Management plans for the Saugus Formation aquifer anticipate withdrawals in the range of
7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years and 21,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three
consecuflve dry years. These management plans describe that such short-term pumping can
be recharged during subsequent wet/normal years to allow groundwater levels and storage
to recover, as it has in historical periods. Total pumping from the Saugus Formation was
slightly less than 6,500 of in 2005. On average, pumping from the Saugus Formation has
been about 7,000 afy since 1980. Both rates are near the lower end of the range of use of the
water within the formation. As a result of long-term relatively low pumping from the
Saugus Formation, groundwater levels in that aquifer have remained essentially constant
over the last 35 to 40 years. Ammonium perchlorate contamination from the Whittaker-
Bermite facility continued to force the closure of four wells in the Saugus Formafion
(described above). Despite the inactivated Saugus wells, the Purveyors still have sufficient
pumping capacity in other wells to meet the planned normal range of Saugus pumping.


The 2005 SCV WR also provided up-to-date information on historical and current water
deliveries by water source type. This information is provided in Table 5. The SCWVR
identified that water demands and supplies fluctuate from year to year in response to
climatic conditions. For example, while the long-term urbanization of the Santa Clarity
Valley has resulted in a long-term increase in demand for urban uses, demand in 2005 was
approximately five percent less than in 2004, principally as a result of a lengthy rainy
season. Water supplies for 2006 were expected to be sufficient to meet H1e needs of the
CLWA service and allow for the banking of an additiona120,000 of in the RRBWSD's
Storage and Recovery Program. Previously banked water in the Semitropic Groundwater
Storage Bank is not anticipated to be needed in 2006.
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TABLE 5
Municipal Water Supply Utilization by the Local Purveyors


Year State Water Alluvial Saugus Recycled Total
Project Aquifer Formation Water Municipal


1980 1,125 16,625 4,569 0 22,319


1981 5,816 14,056 4,950 0 24,822


1982 9,659 8,664 3,569 0 21,912


1983 9,185 8,803 3,398 0 21,386


1984 ~ 10,996 12,581 3,809 0 27,386


1985 11,823 12,519 4,140 0 28,482


1986 13,759 12,418 4,975 0 31,152


1987 16,285 12,630 4,962 0 33,877


1988 19,033 12,197 6,404 0 37,634


1989 21,618 13,978 7,217 0 42,813


1990 21,613 13,151 8,302 0 43,066


1991 7,968 17,408 14,417 0 39,793


1992 13,911 16,897 10,458 0 41,266


1993 13,393 19,808 10,151 0 43,352


1994 14,389 20,068 11,531 0 45,988


1995 16,996 20,590 8,087 0 45,673


1996 18,093 24,681 7,373 0 ~ 50,147


1997 22,148 25,273 6,752 0 54,173


1998 20,254 23,898 4,706 0 48,858


1999 27,282 27,240 2,728 0 57,250


2000 32,579 25,216 3,193 0 60,988


2001 35,369 22,055 3,267 0 60,691


2002 41,768 22,097 4,360 0 68,225


2003 44,419 19,397 3,581 7~0 68,097


2004 47,205 18,970 5,701 448 72,324


2005 38,034 26,368 5,948 438 70,788


Source: SCVWP 2005
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3.4.3 2005 Urban Water Management Plan
Water management agencies in the Santa Clarity Valley prepared and approved an updated
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) in 20052. The approved UWMP provides a
framework to guide long-term plaiuling and management actions by the regional water
agencies. It also provides a broad perspecflve on a number of water supply issues to the
public and provides information regarding:


• the potential sources of supply and their reasonable probable yield;


• the probable demand, given a reasonable set of assumptions about regional growth and
implementation of good water management practices; and


• an assessment of how the supply will be able to meet demand in the next 20 years.


The UWMP contains a descripfion of the historic and current water use and a description of
the methodology used to project fixture demands within CLWA's service area. Water use was
divided into applicable land use categories (residential, industrial, insfltutional, landscape,
agricultural, and other). Existing land use data and approved new water connection
informafion were compiled kom each of the Local Purveyors. Future projections of demand
were based on information in the "One Valley One Vision" (OVOV) report, a joint planning
effort by the City of Santa Clarity and the County of Los Angeles. This information was then
compared to historical trends for new water service connections and customer use factors
considering clunafic and water conservation effects. Historic water demands are shown in
Figure 6, and projected future water demands are provided in Table 6.


The 2005 UWMP also contains a description of existing and reasonably anticipated water
resources available to CLWA and the Local Purveyors. These descriptions include the
various sources of water, the amount of water that would be expected to be available under
normal years and during periods of single year and multiple year droughts.


Table 7 provides the exisfing and anticipated water supplies for use within the CLWA service
area, and the associated assumpfions and caveats, as were described in the 2005 UWMP.


Reliability planning and the inherent nature of the delivery reliabIlity of each of the water
sources were reviewed in the 2005 UWMP. This discussion included:


• characterisfics of the local groundwater supplies kom the alluvial and Saugus
Formation aquifers;


• the fiming and availability of recycled water;


• supplies from the S4VP, provisions of the water supply contract and the anficipated
delivery reliability of those supplementary supplies (as described in the 2005 SWP
Delivery Reliability Report (DWR 2006b)); and


2 The California Legislature enacted the Urban Water Management Planning Actin 1983. This act has been
implemented through Water Code Sections 10610 - 10656. The Act states that every urban water supplier lhat provides water
to 3,0 0 or more customers, or that provides over 3,000 aye-feet of water annually, should make every effort to ensure the
appropriate level of reliability in its water service sufficient to meet the needs of its various categories of customers during
normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The Act describes the contents of the Urban Water Management Plans as well as how
urban water suppliers should adopt and implement the plans.
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FIGURE 6
Historical Annual Total Demand in the CLWA Service Area


SOURCE: CL WA 2005.


TABLE 6
Projected Water Demands in the CLWA Service Area


Purveyor Demand (a~ Annual
Increase


2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


CLWA'sSCWD 30,400 35,000 39,100 43,100 47,100 51,100 2.1°/a


LACWWD#36 1,300 1,600 1,800 2,000 2,000 2,800 3.1°/a


NCWD 11,800 14,400 16,000 17,700 19,300 21,000 2.4%


VWC 30,200 35,100 40,200 43,700 50,600 54,400 2.4%


ToWI Purveyor 73,700 8fi,100 97,100 106,500 119,400 129,300 2.2°/a


Agricultural / 15,600 13,950 12,300 10,650 9,000 9,00 -
Private Uses


Total(w/o 89,300 100,050 109,400 117,15D 126,400 138,300 -
conservation)


Conservation (7,370) (8,610) (9,710) (10,650) (11,940) (12,930) -


TOtal 81,930 97,440 99,690 106,500 116,460 125,370 1.3°h
w/conservation


Source: CLWA 2005a.
1. Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of demand resulting from conservation best management
practices
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TABLE 7
Existing and Planned Water Suoolies in the CLWA Service Area


Water Supply Sources Supply (a~


2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


r Existing Supplies


Imported (Wholesale) 70,380 73,660 75,560 76,080 77,980 77,980


SWP Table A Supply Z 65,700 67,600 69,500 71,400 73,300 73,300


Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) 3 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680


Flexible5torageAccount 0 1,380 1,380 0 0 0
(Ventura County) 3'"


Local Suppifes


Groundwater 40,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000


Alluvial Aquifer 35,000 35,000 35.000 35,000 35,000 35,000


Saugus Formation 5,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000


Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700


ToWI Existing Supply 112,080 121,360 123,260 123,780 125,680 125,680


Semilropic Water Bank' 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0


Total Existing Banking Programs 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0


Planned Supplies


Local Supplies


Groundwater 0 10 000 10 000 20 000 20 000 20 000


Restored wells (Saugus 0 10,000
Formation)


New Welis (Saugus Formation) 0 0


Recycled Water 0 0


Transfers


Buena Vista/Rosedale-Rio Brevo6 0 11,000


Total Planned Supplies 0 21,000


10,000 10,000 1 D,000 10,000


0 10,000 10,000 10,000


1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700


11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000


22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700


Rosedale-Rio Bravo 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000


Additional Planned Banking 0 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000


Total Planned Banking Programs 0 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000


Source: CLWA 2005a.
1. The values shown under "Existing Supplies" and "Planned Supplies" are supplies projected to be available in
average/normal years. The values shown under "Exiting Banking Programs" and "Planned Banking Programs" are
either total amounts currently in storage, or the maximum capacity of program withdrawals.
2. SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 of by percentages of average
deliveries projected to be available, then from Table 6-5 of DWR's "Excerpts from Working Drak of 2005 SWP Delivery
Reliability Report (May 2005).
3. Supplies shown are total amounts that can be withdrawn and would typically 6e used only during dry years.
4. Initial term of the Ventura County entities' flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2013).
5. Supplies shown are the total amount currently in storage and would typically be used only during dry years.
Once the current storage amount is withdrawn, this supply would no longer be available, and this supply is not available
after 2013.
6. CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the demands of future annexations to the
CLWA service area.
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various flexible water supply arrangements (e.g.; the flexible storage account with DWR,
water banking agreements with Semiisopic Water District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo
Water Storage District, and the water supply agreement with the Buena Vista Water
Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage Disfrict) established by
CLWA to meet water demands in years when local and SWP supplies were insufficient
to meet water user demands.


Aiso included in the 2005 UWMP are descripfions of water Demand Management Measures
and the Best Management Practices implemented by CLWA as a part of water conservation
programs to result in quantifiable water savings for the Valley, and a Water Shortage
Contingency Plan and a Drought Emergency Water Sharing Agreement have been prepared
by CLWA and the Local Purveyors.


The IIWMP was the subject of a series of public outreach actions, including two public
hearings. It was adopted by the water management agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley in
late 2045.


In February 2006 a pefiflon challenging the 2005 UWMP was filed by California Water
Impact Network and Friends of the Santa Clara River in the Ventura Superior Court. The
petition alleges that the plan violated the Urban Water Management Planning Act because it
overstates availability of local groundwater and SWP supplies thereby facilitating
unsustainable urban development and resulting in harm to public trusE resources involving
the contribution to the water flows and quality of water in the Santa Clara River and its
habitat. These challenges were transferred to the Los Angeles Superior Court and the
litigation is pending (Los Angeles County Superior Court Case BS 103295).


3.4.4 Monterey Agreement and the SWP Reliability Report
During the 1990s, disagreements arose between DWR and the agencies that hold contracts
for SWP water (S4VP contractors) about how available SWP supplies should be allocated.
The S4VP contractors and DWR agreed to negotiate a settlement of their differences and
develop a new approach to managing SWP resources through a major overhaul of the Water
Supply Contracts. After a series of exhaustive negotiating sessions, an agreement was
reached in December 1994 in Monterey, California on a set of principles, known as the
"Monterey Agreement." The Monterey Agreement principles were implemented through
an amendment to the Water Supply Contracts between DWR and the SWP contractors,
which became known as the "Monterey Amendment." The Monterey Amendment was
approved in 1995 and went into effect in August 1996.


A Program EIR analyzing the environmental impacts of the Monterey Amendment
(Monterey Agreement EIR) was prepared and certified by the Central Coast Water
Authority (CCWA) in 1995.


As discussed in Section 3.2.2 of this Addendum, in late 1995, a lawsuit was filed by the
Planning and Conservation League (PCL), Plumas County Water Conservafion and Flood
Control District (Plumas Counly), and Citizens Plaiuiing Association of Santa Barbara
County (CPA) (collectively referred to as the "plainfiffs') challenging the EIR. The plaintiffs
argued that the environmental impact analysis prepared was inadequate because CCWA
was not a proper lead agency and the EIR analysis did not reflect the inability of the SWP to
deliver full Contract amounts to SWP contractors, even though they held contractual


&24 AODENOUM TO THE SPRWG CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR
OC708ER 2006







SECTION 3: NEW RELEVANT INFOftMATiON


"enflflements" to those supplies. In 2000, the California State Court of Appeal (Third
District) found that a new EIR must be prepared.


Discussions to mediate a setflement began in 2001 and were finalized in May 2003. All
parties to the litigation have signed the settlement agreement. The settlement agreement
calls for DWR to prepare a new EIR pursuant to CEQA, while the Monterey Amendment's
provisions remain in operation. Pursuant to the setHement agreement, the parties are
preparing a new EIR The new EIR will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of
changes to SWP operations incorporated in the Monterey Amendment and the settlement
agreement. The settlement agreement did not change the substance of the Monterey
Amendment, but addressed the process by which the new Monterey Amendment EIR will
be prepared. The settlement agreement also calls for DWR to produce a biennial SWP
Delivery Reliability Report.


The Departrnent of Water Resources (DWR) issued The SWP Delivery Reliability Report
2005 (DWR 2006b) to update information presented in the similar 2002 report (DWR 2003).
A draft of the SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 underwent extensive public review in
late-2005. The informafion contained in the 2005 report was recommended by DWR for use
by SWP contractors in developing their 2005 Urban Water Management Plans.


The S4VP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 presented D4VR's current information regarding
the annual water delivery reliability of the SWP for existing and future levels of
development in the water source areas, assuming historical patterns of precipitation. This
report reviewed the general subject of water delivery reliability and discussed how DWR
determines delivery reliability for the SWP. A discussion of the analysis tool (the CaLSim II
computer simulation model), the analyses, and peer review regarding the accuracy of
Ca1Sim II and its suitabIlity for use in this report was included3. Finally, esflmates of SWP
delivery reliability today and in the fixture were provided along with examples of how to
incorporate this informafion into local water management plans.


The SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 did not include analyses of how specific water
agencies should integrate SWP water supply into their water supply equation. The reports
identified that such integration requires extensive informafion about local facilities, local
water resources, and local water use, which is beyond the scope of the State-wide report.
Moreover, such an analysis would require decisions about water supply and use that
traditionally have been made at the local level. DWR identified that local officials (like
CLWA) should continue to fill this role. Chapter 6 of the 2005 Report provided examples to
help local agencies incorporate the information presented in this report into local water
management assessments.


~ The critical data in the 2002 and 2005 Reports are based upon water delivery predictions using a wmputer
simulation model, CalSim II. Public criticism of this analytical approach centers on two areas: (t) the ability of CalSim II io
simulate "real world" conditions and accurately estimate SWP deliveries; and (2) the inability of the approach to account for
future uncertainties such as changes in the climate pattern or levee failure in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Oella due to
flooding or an earthquake. While no model is perfect, DWR is satisfied with the degree to which CalSim II simulates actual,
read-world operations of the SWP. When professional judgment is used with the knowledge o(the IimitaUons of CalSim II and
the assumptions used in the studies, CalSim II is a useful tool in assessing the delivery reliability of the SWP. The studies and
peer review related to CalSim II are diswssed in Chapter 3 and Appendix E of the 2005 Report.
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The 2005 Report (DWR 2006b) provided information on five Ca1Sim II model studies.
Studies 1, 2, and 3 were from the 2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report while studies 4 and 5
were developed specifically for the 2005 Report. The results of studies 1, 2 and 3 were
included in for comparison purposes.


The results of these studies as summarized in Table 8 for average, maximum, and murimum
deliveries for SWP contractors south of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.


TABLE 8
Table A Deliveries for SWP Contractors South of the delta


Study Average Delivery Maximum Delivery Minimum Delivery


Thousand Percent of Thousand Percent of Thousand Percent of
afy Maximum afy Maximum afy Maximum


Table A Table A Table A


2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report


1.2001 Study 2,962 72°/a 3,845 93°/a 804 19%


2. 2021A Study 3,083 75% 4,128 100% 830 20%


3. 20218 Study 3,130 76% 4,133 100% 830 20%


2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (Updated Studies)


4. 2005 Sfudy 2,818 66% 3,848 93°/a 159 4%


5. 2025 Sfudy 3,178 77% 4,133 100% 187 5%


Source: DWR 2006b.
Note: Maximum Delta Table A is 4.133 million acre-feet per year.


The results of these studies for a variety of dry-year scenarios are provided in Table 9.
Information is provide for both current (Study 4) and for 20 years in the fuhxre (Study 5).


TABLE 9
Average and Dry-year Table A Delivery from the Delta


Average Single dry- 2-year 4-year 6-year &year
1922-1994 year (1977) drought drought drought drought


(1976-1977) (1931-1934) (1987-1992) (1929-1934)


2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report


1.2001 Study 72°/a 19% 48% 37% 41°/a 40°/a


2. 2021 A Study 75% 20% 44°/a 39°/a 40% 41°/a


3. 2021 B Study 76% 20% 44°/a 39% 40% 41 °/a


2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (Updated Studies)


4. 2005 S1Udy 68% 4% 41°/a 32% 42% 37%


5. 2025 Sttldy 77% 5% 40% 33% 42% 38%


Source: DWR 2006b


The anticipated average delivery of SWP forecast in the SWP Water Delivery Reliability
Report (DWR 2006b) are similar to those found in prior DWR (2003) report. Anticipated
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delivery in a single-year drought scenario is significanfly less than those previously
published. These result tend to demonstrate the need for water banking programs such as
those implemented by CLWA (e.g., Semitropic and RRBWSD) to reduce or eliminate the
anticipated delivery amounts in single dry years. The results of the SWP Water Delivery
Reliability Report (DWR 2006b) were incorporated into the 2005 Urban Water Management
Plan (CLWA 2005a).


3.4.5 Global Warming
The potential effects of increasing atrnospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide and other
g̀reenhouse gases' and the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth's
atrnosphere and oceans have been the subject of considerable technical analysis and political
debate. The natural phenomena (e.g.; temperature, rainfall) that together form the climate
of a particular region vary from day-to-day and year-to-year. The variation in climate can
be a result of natural, internal processes or in response to external forces from both human
and non-human causes, including solar activity, volcanic emissions, and greenhouse gases.
There is little controversy that the earth's atmosphere has warmed over the last century.
The detailed causes of this change remain an active field of research. However, there is
increasing amount of scientific evidence that identifies greenhouse gases as the primary
cause of the recent waz~ming. This conclusion can be controversial, especially outside the
scientific community. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency maintains a website
summarizing the most recent scienfific evaluations and current news on the global warming
issue at: http://vosemite.ep~ov/oar/~lobalwarmingnsf/content/index.html.


On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-O5
establishing greenhouse gas emissions targets for California and requiring biennial reports
on potential climate change effects on several areas, including water resources. In June 2006
DWR published a Technical Memorandum Report entifled Progress on Incarporating
Climate Change into Plamting and Management of California's Water Resources in response
to the Executive Order (DWR 2006a).


This Technical Memorandum Report describes progress made incorporating climate change
into existing water resources planning and management tools and methodologies. Some
preliminary results on the potenfial effects of climate change are presented. While the
analyses presented in that report used many of the most current scientific techniques and
were reviewed by experts, all of the results are preliminary. They incorporate several
assumptions, reflect a limited number of climate change scenarios, and do not address the
likelihood of each scenario. Policy implications of clunate change and recommendations to
respond to the future demands for water are identified as beyond the scope of the report.


The Report covers a wide range of topics addressing climate change and its potenflal impact
on California's water resources. These include the following:


• Causes of climate change and potential threat to California's water resources, and
measures that could be taken to adapt to or mitigate flee effects of climate change.


• Background and approach used for the climate change analyses included and the
climate change scenarios used in the Report.
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Potential impacts of the selected climate change scenarios on SWP and Central Valley
Project operations. Results presented include changes in reservoir inflows, delivery
reliability, and annual average carryover storage. It also discusses the interaction of
various regulatory and operational conflicts such as water allocations, flood control, in-
stream flow requirements, and water quality requirements. The Report also presented
the implications for possible changes to operations that could mitigate the effects of
clunate change. However, these operational changes are left for future work.


Potential impacts to Delta water quality and water levels, including effects of modified
Delta inflows and exports on compliance with water quality standards and the
implications of sea level rise.


• Implications of global warming for managing floods.


Potential increases in crop water use due to global warming, and application of analysis
tools to assess changes in estimated net irrigation requirements for crops.


In addition, the Report included directions for further work to incorporate clunate change
into California's water resources management. This includes probability estimates of
potential climate change scenarios in order to provide policymakers with both ranges of
impacts and the likelihoods associated with those unpacts.


Based on the informaflon provided in the Report, Table 10 provides a summary of the
anticipated future effects of global climate change on California's water resources and the
consequences of those effects.


TABLE 10
Potential Effects of Climate Chance on California's Water Resources and Expected Conseouences


Potential Water Resource Expected Consequence
Impact


Reduction of the State's Average Potential loss of 5 million acre-feet or more of average annual water
Annual Snowpack storage in the State's snowpack


Increased challenges for reservoir management and balancing the
competing concerns of flood protection and water supply


Changes in the Timing, Intensity, Potential increased storm intensity and increased potential for flooding
Location, Amount, and Variability
of Precipitation Possible increased potential for droughts


Long-term Changes in Watershed Changes in the intensity and timing of runoff
Vegetation and Increased
Incidence of Wildfires Possible increased incidence of flooding and increased sedimentation


Sea Level Rise Inundation of coastal marshes and estuaries


Increased salinity intrusion into the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta


Increased potential for Delta levee failure


Increased potential far salinity intrusion into coastal aquifers (groundwater)


Increased potential for flooding near the mouths of rivers due to backwater
effects
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TABLE 10
Potential Effects of Climate Change on California's Water Resources and Expected Consequences


Potential Water Resource Expected Consequence
Impact


Increased Water Temperatures Possible critical effects on listed and endangered aquaiic species


Increased environmental water demand for temperature control


Possible increased problems with foreign invasive species in aquatic
ecosystems


Potential adverse changes in water quality, including the reduction of
dissolved oxygen levels


Changes in Urban and Agricultural Changes in demand patterns and evapotranspiration rates
Water Demand


Source: DWR 2006a.


Other recent DWR documents have addressed the potential for climate change, the potential
effects on water resources management, and the applicabIlity of existing models to simulake
current and future conditions that would be likely to occur over the next 20-years. OtYter
evaluations (see http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/biennial_reports/2006report/)have
used readily available models and other water management tools to assess the affects of
various global climate change scenarios on water supplies in California. DWR addressed
the need to consider global climate change as part of long-term plamiing for the
management of California's water resources in the Bulletin 160: California Water Plan
Update - 2005. This report acknowledged that


Cnlifornin's fi~fure hydrologic conditions will likely be different from pntterns
obseraed over the pest ce~ihay. Predictions include inerensed temperatures,
reductions to the Sierrn snowpack, earlier snawnieit, and a rise in sen 1eve1, although
the extent and timing of the changes remain uncertain. ...


Managing water resaiu~ces with climate change could prove different than mannging
for histolicnl climnte anriabilih~ because climate ehnnge rnuld produce }cydrologie
conditions, aarinbilih,/, ana extremes that are different from what current water
systems zaere designed to manage; ...


At present, the extent of climate change impacts is uncertain. As more sopYristicafed
tools are developed nncl more sh~dies are completed, better r~uantificntion mn~ be
possible. ... Incorporating flexibilih~ anti adaptnbilih~ into our current system enn
strengflten our abilih~ to respond to change. Flexible systems contribute to beneficial
operations both under current ns weii ns future climate eonclitions by allowing
management ndjusfinents or midcourse corrections without caaising major economic
and social disniptions.... (DWR 2005)


The SWP Delivery Reliability Report addressed the need to incorporate some of the
uncertainfies of global warming with regard to planning and operafion of the SWP, as
described in the following excerpt from the Report:
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Until the impacts of climnte change on precipitation and nuioff pattenas iii California
are better quantified, future weather patterns nre usually assumed to be similar to
those iii the past, especially where there is a significant histoficnl rainfall record. "~°~


The Stafe Water Project analyses contained in this reparE are bused upon 73 years of
histoincal records (1922-1994) for rainfall anc~ runoff tlwt have been adjusted to
reflect the current anc~ future leaels of deneloprr~ent in the source areas b~ analyzing
land use patterns and projecting future Innd and water use. These series of clnta are
then used to forecast tj~e amount of water available to the SWP under current and
fithtre conditions.


The assumption that past rainfall-runoff patterns will be repeated in the future has
an inherent uncerfainh~, especially giaen the evolving inforniation on the potential
effects of global climate cluinge. (DYVR 2006x)


The California Assembly and Senate recenfly passed Assembly Bill 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. This act requires the State Air Resources Board to adopt a
statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas
emissions levels in 1990 and establish a mechanism to achieve this limit by 2020. The bill
also requires the Board to adopt regulations for reporting and verifying statewide
greenhouse gas emissions and to monitor and enforce compliance with the greenhouse gas
emissions program. As of September 5, 2006, Assembly Bi1132 was enrolled and awaiting
the Governor's signature.


3.5 Sacramento•San Joaquin Delta Limitations
Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project in 2001, a variety of actions have occurred
or are planned for fl1e Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. These actions range from changes in
water management infrastructure to changes in water quality requirements to protect the
biological resources in the Delta. A description of some of the more substantial changes in
the Delta region is provided below:


CALFED Litigation—The CALFED Bay Delta Program is an association of agencies and
stakeholders whose goal is to develop and implement along-term plan to address
chronic water supply and environmental problems in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River
Delta and San Francisco Bay. This association has developed a Program Action Plan
that provides a framework for the implementation of projects within the CALFED
Program. The major program components are ecosystem restoration; water supply
reliability (including water use efficiency, water transfers, watershed management,
water storage, and water conveyance); water quality; and levee system integrity. An
Environmental Impact Statement/EIR was prepared for the CALFED Program in 1999
and was cerflfied in August 2000. Three separate cases concerning the CALFED process
were originally filed in Superior Court in Sacramento, Fresno, and Orange counties, and
the cases were coordinated for trial proceedings before the Superior Court, Sacramento
County. In April 2003, a Sacramento Superior Court upheld the EIR and its certification
under CEQA. However, this judgment was reversed, in part, by the Third Appellate
Court of California. The components of the CALFED Program continue to be
implemented.
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Environmental Watex Account—The Environmental Water Account (EWA) is a
cooperative water management program designed to provide protection to at-risk native
fish species of the Delta estuary while improving water supply reliability for water
users. The EWA program makes environmentally beneficial changes in the operations
of the SWP and the Central Valley Project (at no uncompensated water loss to the
Central Valley Project and 54VP water users). The protective actions for at-risk native
fish species proposed as part of the EWA would range from reducing Delta export
pumping to augmenting instream flows and Delta outflows. Beneficial changes in SWP
and Central Valley Project operations could include changing the timing of some flow
releases from storage and the timing of water exports from the Delta pumping plants to
coincide with periods of greater or lesser vulnerability of various fish species to
environmental conditions in the Delta. DWR and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) released the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR for the
EWA in January 2004.


South Delta Improvements Program—The South Delta Improvements Program (SDIP)
was included in the CAL.FED Program. The SDIP consists of two major components: (1)
physical and structural improvements in the south Delta; and (2) operational
improvements at the SWP's Clifton Court Forebay. The physical and structural
improvements consists of the following: construction and operation of permanent
operable gates at up to four locations in the south Delta channels to protect fish and
meet the water level and, through improved circulation, water quality needs for local
irrigation diversions; channel dredging to improve water conveyance; and modification
of 24 local agricultural diversions. The operafional components consider raising the
permitted diversion limit into the SWP Clifton Court Forebay from 6,680 cubic feet per
second (cfs) to 8,500 cfs. DWR and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation released a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/EIR for fl1e SDIP in October 2005.


North Delta Flood Control and Ecosystem Restoration Project—The channel system in
several of flee streams in the North Delta lacks capacity to convey flows kom the
upstream watershed through the Delta to the San Joaquin River and to the San Francisco
Bay. In concert with the CALFED Program, the North Delta Flood Control and
Ecosystem Restoration Project, also referred to as the North Delta Improvements Project
(NDIP), is designed to implement flood control improvements in a manner that also
contributes to ecosystem restoration, water quality, and water supply reliabIlity
concerns in the North Delta. The NDIP will improve water conveyance, improve water
supply reliabIlity, facilitate reductions in salinity, recommend ecosystem restoration
actions, and improve levee stability and integrity while minimizing impacts to
agricultural and recreation resources. DWR and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
published a Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation for the EIS/EIR on this project in
January 2003.


Delta Levee Improvements—There are over 1,600 miles of aging levees in the Delta.
The integrity of these levees has been of concern for some time and was brought to the
forefront after the failure of the Delta's Jones Tract levee in 2004, and subsequent levee
failures and flooding due to hurricane Katrina in New Orleans in 2005. There are a
variety of on-going and planned activities related to improving the integrity of the
levees in the Delta.
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• Other SWI' and/or Central Valley Project Operations Projects—There are a variety of
on-going and planned projects related to the operations of the SWP and Central Valley
Project. These include, but are not limited to the following: 2004 Long-Term Central
Valley Project Operations Criteria and Plan; San Luis Reservoir Low-Point Study; and
the Delta-Mendota Canal/California Aqueduct Intertie.


Endangered Species Considerarions—Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project
some protected species in the Delta, such as the Delta smelt, have experienced
significant declines in their abundance. A variety of acfions, projects, and plans have
been implemented or are in the plaruting stages to address these species issues. These
actions are being undertaken by a variety of federal, state, and local agencies. Several
federal, state and local agencies, including the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the National Oceanic and Atmosphere Administration-Fisheries, DWR,
certain water management wholesale and retail agencies, have initiated new species
conservation planning and permitting activities for anticipated and ongoing water
management operations in the Delta.


The 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report and the modeling analysis conducted for that
report took into account the effects of many of these changes on water supply, quality, and
supply reliability for SWP contractors south of the Delta. It is anticipated that future SWP
Delivery ReliabIlity Reports will take into account the effects of additional projects and
programs as they are implemented.


3.6 Santa Clarita River TMDLs
Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project, two Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 4
were completed for chlorides and nitrogen on the Santa Clara River. These TMDLs are
described below.


F~~t9i1
In recent years, elevated concentrations of chloride have been measured in waters of the
Santa Clara River watershed. These concentrations are primarily due to various types of
loading during beneficial water uses, including agricultural uses (irrigafion and leaching);
commercial uses; domestic uses; and water treatrnent (e.g., water softeners) (LACSD 2002).
In addition to loading from urban runoff, imported water in certain year types, and the
discharge of treated wastewater, naturally occurring chloride concentrations contribute to
excessive chloride concentrafions in Santa Clarity Valley groundwater (LARWQCB 1999b).
The identification of excessive chloride concentrafions resulted in the addition of several
reaches of the Santa Clara River in the Section 303(d) List, as idenfified above.


The fede2l Clean Water Ad requires states to designate appropriate water uses to be protected and directs states
to set water quality criteria based on these uses (United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 2000a). Under
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states, tertitories, and authorized Indian Gihes a2 2quired to submit lists to the USEPA
de(ailing water bodies for which existing pollution controls are Insufficient to attain or maintain water quality standards. After
submittlng the list of "impaired waters" to the USEPA, states must develop a TMDL plan to limit excess pollution. A TMDL is a
number that represents the assimilative capacity of water for a particular pollutant, or the amount of a particular pollutant that
We water6ody can receive without impacting its benefidal uses. TMDL plan implementation can be accomplished through
revised permit requirements (for point source contaminants) and through implementation of Best Management Practices
(USEPA 7999).
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Table 11 provides a timeline summary of the regulatory acflons taken to regulate chloride


loading within the Santa Clara River.


TABLE 11
Regulatory Timeline for Chloride


Time Action


January 1997 LARWQCB adopts a Chloride Policy, which consists of Resolution No. 97-02:
Amendment to the California Regional Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles
Region, to Incorporate a Policy for Addressing Levels of Chloride in Discharges of
Wastewaters.


Fiscal Year Sanla Clara River Reaches 3, 7 and S are added to the Section 303(d) List for chloride
1997/1998 impairment, and TMDL monitoring commences.


October 2002 LARWQCB amended the 1994 Basin Plan to incorporate a TMDL for chloride for the
upper Santa Clara River, establishing the 100 mg/L surface water quality objective for
Reaches 7 and 8.


February 2003 The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) remanded the chloride
TMDL back to the LARW~CB to consider sequentially phasing TMDL implementation
tasks, extending the interim limits, and reevaluation of the chloride objective itself.


March 2003 LACSD adopts an ordinance that prohibits the installation and use of new self-
regenerating water softeners in the Santa Clarita Valley to help lessen the chloride
loading in the region.


May 2003 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is developing chloride TMDLs for
Reaches 3, 7 and 8 of the Santa Clara River, in the event that the LARWQCB does not
adopt it's chloride TMDL by June 2003.


July 2003 The LARWQCB adopted the chloride TMDL in light of the Remand Resolution, and
revised the Basin Plan to incorporate the chloride TMDL.


May 2004 The LARWQCB revised and adopted the chloride TMDL. Revisions included
incorporation of four major studies into the Implementation Plan, including an evaluation
of the appropriate chloride threshold for the reasonable protection ofsalt-sensitive
agriculture.


Late 2004 The SWRCB and the Office of Administrative Law approve the chloride TMDL.


April 2005 The USEPA approved the chloride TMDL.


August 2006 The LARWQCB adopted revisions to the TMDL. The revisions include acceleration of
the foal TMDL completion date and incorporation of time-certain tasks related to the
design and treatment facilities into the Implementation Plan.


Source: LARWQCB 2006a and 2006b, SWRCB 20D3 and 2002, LACSD 2002, USEPA 2003


The revisions to the chloride TMDL adopted in May 2004 required completion of several


special studies to characterize the sources, fate, transport, and specific impacts of chloride in


the Upper Santa Clara River. The first of these special studies, the Literature Review


Evaluation, was completed in September 2005 (Upper Santa Clara River Agricultural


Technical Working Group 2005).


In addition, the LACSD has compiled the Santa Clarity Valley Joint Sewerage System


Chloride Source Report, a detailed and comprehensive study of the sources of chloride


loading in the Santa Clarity Valley (LACSD 2002). That study identified that residential


water use, primarily from self-regenerating water softeners, greatly contributes to the


chloride loading.
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Based on the results of that study, the LACSD adopted an ordinance that prohibits the
installation and use of new self-regenerating water softeners in the Santa Clarita Valley.
This ordinance took effect in March 2003.


LACSD has also led the completion of a collaborative report entifled "Chloride Source
Identification/Reduction, Pollution Prevention, and Public Outreach Plan" which identifies
chloride sources and strategies for reducing sources. The Report identified the potable
water supply as the largest source and self-regenerating water softeners as the second
largest source of chloride loading (LARWQCB 2006b).


As described in Table 11, the LARWQCB recenfly adopted revisions to the chloride TMDL
that would accelerate the final TMDL completion date and incorporate time-certain tasks
related to the design and treatment facilities into the Implementation Plan (LARWQCB
2000b).


3.6.2 Nitrogen
The LARWQCB adopted a nutrient TMDL in late 2003 for the upper Santa Clara River that
addresses the Section 303(d) List for nitrate plus nitrite impairment (LARWQCB 2003). The
TMDL limits nitrate (NOs), nitrite (NOz), ammonia (NHa), and total nitrogen (N). Principal
sources of nitrogen to a watershed typically include discharges from water reclamation
plants and runoff from agricultural acfivities. Elevated nitrogen concentrations (ammonia,
nitrate, and nitrite) can cause impairments in warm water fish and wildlife habitat, along
with contributing to eutrophic effects such as algae growth and low dissolved oxygen. The
establishment of the TMDL will not affect the amount of water available or the reliability of
the water supply.
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Updated Water Supply Characteristics


4.1 Existing and Planned Local Supplies
The following discussion of the existing conditions regarding water supply in the Santa
Clarity Valley is based on the new information, facilities, plans and reports (outlined above)
that have been completed since the approval of the Spring Canyon Final EIR in 2001.


4.1.1 Groundwater
The East Subbasin of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin) is the sole
source of groundwater for urban use in the Santa Clarity Valley. Two aquifers in this Basin
are used for domestic and agricultural supply -the Alluvial and Saugus Formation aquifers.


The groundwater component of overall water supply in the Valley is managed based on a
groundwater operating plan developed over the last 20 years to meet water requirements
(municipal, agricultural, small domestic) while maintaining the Basin in a sustainable
condition (i.e., no long-term depletion of groundwater or interrelated surface water). This
operating plan also addresses groundwater contamination issues in the Basin. The
groundwater operating plan is based on the concept that pumping can vary from year to
year to allow increased groundwater use in dry periods and increased recharge during wet
periods and to collectively assure that the groundwater basin is adequately replenished
through various wet/dry cycles. As formalized in the GWMP, the operating yield concept
has been quantified as ranges of annual pumping volumes.


Two formal reports have been produced under the Memorandum of Understanding
between CLWA, the Local Purveyors, and United Water Conservafion District (LT4VCD) that
preceded the GWMP of 2003. The first report, dated April 2004, documents the construction
and calibration of the groundwater flow model for fl1e Santa Clarity Valley. The second
report, dated August 2005, presents the modeling analysis of the Local Purveyors'
groundwater operating plan, described below. The primary conclusion of the modeling
analysis is that the groundwater operating plan will not cause detrimental short or long
term effects to the groundwater and surface water resources in the Valley and is therefore,
sustainables.


4.1.1.1 Alluvial Aquifer


The groundwater operating plan includes pumping from the Alluvial aquifer in the range of
30,000 to 40,000 afy in average/normal years, and slighfly reduced pumping (30,000 to
35,000 afy) in dry years (CLWA 2005a). Current data indicate that the Alluvial aquifer
remains in good operating condition and can continue to support groundwater pumping in


5 From "Analysis of Groundwater Basin Yeld, Upper Santa gara River Basin, Eastern Subbasin, Los Angeles County,
California," prepared by CH2M Hill and Luhdorff and Swlmanini Consulting Engineers, August 2005.
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the range stated above without adverse results (e.g., long-term water level decline or
degradation of groundwater quality; CLWA 2005a).


In 2002, as part of ongoing monitoring of wells for perchlarate contamination, perchlorate
was detected in one well in ttte Alluvial aquifer located near the former Whittaker-Bermite
facIlity. The detected concentraflon was slighfly below the Notification Level for
perchlorate (6 ug/1), and the well has been inactivated for municipal water supply since the
detecfion of perchlorate. In early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second well in the
Alluvial aquifer. Following the installaflon of wellhead treatrnent (in the fall of 2005), the
second well was returned to water supply service. All other wells in the Alluvial aquifer
operated by the Local Purveyors continue to be used for municipal water supply service;
those wells near the Whittaker-Bermite property are routinely sampled and perchlorate has
not been detected. Further information on the status of the remediation efforts of this
contamination are described in Section 3.1.1 above. Also, as described in section 311.2, low
levels of perchlorate have also been detected in well NC-13, however, the level is well below
the action level and the well remains in operation (refer to H1e discussion above).


4.1.1.2 Saugus Formation


The groundwater operating plan includes pumping from the Saugus Formation in the range
of 7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years; it also includes planned dry-year pumping
from the Saugus Formation of 21,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three consecutive dry years
(CLWA 2005a). Such short-term pumping can be recharged during subsequent wet/normal
years to allow groundwater levels and storage to recover, as it has in historical periods.


In 1997, ammonium perchlorate was discovered in four Saugus Formation wells in the
vicinity of the former Whittaker-Bermite facility. All four of those impacted wells remain
out of active supply service. All other wells in the Saugus Formation owned and operated
by the Purveyors are available for municipal water supply service. As part of regular
operation, those wells are sampled on a routine basis and Perchlorate has not been detected.
Despite the inactivated wells, the Purveyors still have sufficient pumping capacity in other
wells to meet the planned normal range of Saugus pumping (see discussion in Section 3.1.1).


4.1.2 Recycled Water
Recycled water service was initiated in July 2003 and CLWA is permitted to deliver up to
1,700 afy of recycled water. Future plans (currenfly under environmental review) would
allow the delivery of up to 17,400 afy (an addifional 15,700 a~. The amount of recycled
water used for irrigation purposes, at a golf course and in roadway median strips, was
approximately 450 of in 2D05 (SCVWP 2006).
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4.2 Existing and Planned Imported Supplies


4.2.1 SWP Table A Supply
CLWA holds a water supply contract to the SWP with DWR. CLWA's contractual "right" to
the SWP (the Table A Amount) is 95,200 afs. Climaflc conditions and other factors can
significanfly alter the availability of S4VP water in any year, and DWR makes annual
allocations of S4VP water based on that year's hydrologic conditions, the amount of water in
storage in the SWP system, and SWP contractors' requests for 54VP supplies. Based on the
information provided in the 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (see Section 3.4.4),
CLWA's average or normal year SWP supply is anticipated to range from approximately
67,600 of in 2010 to approximately 73,300 of in 2030. Additional SWP supplies may be
available in above-average years, and conversely, CLWA's SWP supply would be less in
below-average years (see Table 8).


4.2.2 CLWA and Ventura County Flexible Storage Account
Flexible storage is storage available to SWP contractors that share in repayment of the costs
of terminal reservoirs (Castaic and Perris lakes). These contractors may withdraw water
from their share of flexible storage, in addition to any other SWP supplies available to the
Contractar. The Contractor must replace any water it withdraws from flexible storage
within five years.


CLWA may withdraw up to 4,684 of of water from Castaic Lake as flexible storage (CLWA
2005a). CLWA manages this storage by keeping the account full in normal and wet years
and then delivering that stored amount (or a portion of it) during dry periods. The account
is refilled during the next year that adequate SWP supplies are available to CLWA to do so.


In addifion, CLWA has negotiated with Ventura County water agencies to obtain the use of
their Flexible Storage Account. As part of this agreement, CLWA has access to another 1,376
of of storage in Castaic Lake on a year-to-year basis for ten years, begmnulg in 2006 (CLWA
2005a).


4.2.3 Semitropic Groundwater Banking Projects
CLWA has two groundwater banking agreements with the Semitropic Water Storage
District (refer to Section 3.2.1). CLWA stored some of its S4VP water in 2002 and 2003 in
accordance with these agreements, and can withdraw up to 50,870 of of water to meet its
demands over aten-year period (unti12012/13). Once the current storage amount is
withdrawn, the supply would no longer be available.


6 As described in Section 32.2, legal challenges are pending for the Uansfer of 41,000 of of Ta61e A Amounl from
WRMWSD to CLWA. The new certified EIR completed by CLWA in 2004 must presumed to be adequate while the legal
challenges are pending.
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4.2.4 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,
Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program
As described in Section 3.2.3 of this Addendum, CLWA has a water banking agreement
with RRBWSD, and CLWA can store and later withdraw up to 20,000 afy of its total SWP
Table A Amount. Modifications to RRBWSD facilities or extra capacity in these facilities
would allow CLWA to withdraw up to an additiona125,000 afy for a total annual
withdrawal of 45,000 af. For the purposes of water supply plaruling, CLWA has assumed a
maximum annual withdrawal of 40,000 af. These supplies are planned for the future and
are not part of CLWA's existing supply. As discussed above, under the RRBWSD Storage
and Recovery Program, CLWA banked 20,000 of in 2005 and will bank 20,000 of this year
(personal communication, D. Masnada 2006).


4.2.5 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
As described in Section 3.2.3 of this Addendum, CLWA is evaluating a water acquisition
agreement with the BV4VSD and the RBWSD. Through this water acquisition agreement,
CLWA would have rights to purchase the 11,000 of annually from BVWSD/RRBWSD
during the term of CLWA's SWP Contract (2035) with an option to extend to a later date.
This 11,000 of of water acquired by CLWA would be used to meet current and future
demand in its service area or the service area as it may be extended through annexation.
These supplies are planned for the future and are not part of CLWA's existing supply.


4.3 Summary of Existing and Planned Water Supply
Existing and planned water supplies are shown by source in Table 7 of this Addendum, and
summarized in Table 12 below. Existing and planned banking programs are summarized in
Table 12, but because these programs would typically be used only during dry years, they
are not included as part of the existing and planned water supply for the Santa Clarita
Valley.


TABLE 12
Summary of Current and Planned Water Suoolies in the CLWA Service Area


Water Supply Sources Supply (a~


2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


Existing Supplies


Imported 70,380 73,660 75,560 76,080 77,980 77,980


Local Supplies 41,700 47.700 47,700 47,700 47,700 47,700


ToWI Existing Supply 112,080 121,360 123,260 123,780 125,680 125,680


Existing Banking Programs


Total Existing Banking Programs 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0
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TABLE 12
Summary of Current and Planned Water Supplies in the CLWA Service Area


Water Supply Sources Supply (a~


2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


Local Supplies 0 10,000 11,600 26,300 31,000 35,700


Transfers D 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000


Total Planned Supplies 0 21,000 22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700


Total Planned Banking Programs 0 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000


Source: CLWA 2005a.
Note: The values shown under "Existing Supplies" and "Planned Supplies" are supplies projected to be available in
average/normal years. The values shown under "Exiting Banking Programs" and "Planned Banking Programs" are
either total amounts currently in storage, or the maximum capacity of program withdrawals. Refer to Table 7 for more
information.
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Impacts of the Pro,


5.1 Significance Criteria
The Draft, Final, and Supplemental EIRs evaluated water service impacts of the Project
based on the following significance criteria:


• the projects demand for water exceeds the available supply of the water district serving
the project site;


• water service infrastructure cannot be made available to serve the proposed project;


• the impacts of the proposed project together with cumulafive projects in the water
service district exceeds available supply.


These significance criteria are also used for this analysis.


5.2 Impacts
As described in Section 2.1 and shown in Table 1 of this Addendum, the Project would
increase regional water demand by approximately705.7 of or approximately 1 percent of the
amount of water used in the Santa Clarity Valley in 2005 (see Table 5). This new, site-
specific water demand would be met by a combination of regional groundwater resources
and imported water supplies.


The Project site was identified as "pending development" in the NCWD Water Master Plan
for the Pinetree Water System, and was identified as "pending" in the NCWD's 2004 Water
Supply Assessment (Figure 5 in that report). Because the Project was included in the water
demand projecfions in the 2004 Water Supply Assessment, and because that Report
concluded that sufficient water supply appears to be available to meet projected demands
over the next 20 years of Purveyors in the Santa Clarity Valley, including NCWD (NCWD
2004), the Project's demand for water would not exceed the available supply of the NCWD,
which would serve the Project site. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant
and the same as described in the Final EIR.


As described in the Final EIR, following Project construcflon, the Project applicant will be
obligated to replant some of the open space areas disturbed during construction for
approximately 2 years. This water demand is in addifion to the Project's long-term water
demands. This is expected to be temporary and minimal impact on water supply. Impacts
would be less than significant and the same as described in the Final EIR.


The Final EIR idenfified a significant unpact to Purveyors and inhastructure from the
Project because at the time the Final EIR was prepared, the water supply infrastructure
needed to transport water to the site was insufficient. However, since this time, all
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upgrades that were necessary in order for NCWD to serve the Project site have been
completed. In addition, as a condifion of Project approval, NCWD had asked thak


The applicant provide a graded pad, an access road, and a new 1.5 million
gallon (mg) water tank in order to provide the project and surrounding,
existing development with additional short-term storage, emergency storage,
and fire flows. In addition, the provision of the new 1.5 mg tank will allow
for maintenance and repair of the existing water tank when needed. The new
water tank wIll be located either on- or -off site in the immediate vicinity of
the existing NCWD's Tank 3.


This Addendum is prepared to assist NCWD in its consideration of the agreement regazding
the design and construcflon of water system improvements for the Project. As described iri
the Final EIR, the applicant will also extend NCWD's Soledad Canyon Road transmission
line to the Project site. Although the necessary upgrades to serve the Project site have been
completed, for the purposes of full disclosure, this impact is considered to be the same as
described in the Final EIR and is significant.


Given the Projects pending status by the County of Los Angeles the development of the
Project site was included in, and would be consistent with, future water demand projections
used in the 2005 UWIvIP. Because the 2005 UWMP shows that there is sufficient water to
meet demands wiHtin the CLWA service area as a whole, the impacts of the Project together
with cumulative projects in the Santa Clarita Valley would not exceed available supply.
Therefore, cumulafive water supply impacts would be less than significant and the same as
described in the Final EIR.


5.3 Mitigation Measures
The autigation measures are the same as described in the Final EIR and consist of the
fallowing:


WR-1 The applicant shall pay connection fees, as necessary, to the satisfaction of NCWD.
The fees shall be paid prior to water service connection.


WR-2 The applicant shall participate in any future funding mechanism as necessary fllat is
identified andunplemented as part of the NCWD Master Water Plan for the Pinetree
Water System.


Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


5.4 Conclusion
Although current (2006) regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in the
Santa Clarity Valley area has changed since the completion of the Final EIR for the Project,
these changes would not result in changes to, or increases in the severity of, the water
supply impacts described in the Final EIR. The impacts and mitigafion measures are the
same as were described in the Final EIR. Implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in the Final EIR, including improvements to the water supply infrastructure
necessary to supply the Project site, follows the commitrnents idenflfied in the Final EIR,
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and does not represent a substantial change or significant new circumstance that has
bearing on the Project or its impacts. Because none of the conditions requiring preparation
of a Subsequent EIR or Supplement to an EIR have occurred, tlus Addendum is the
appropriate mechanism under CEQA to document the changes that have occurred since
completion of the Final EIR for the Project.
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ATTACHMENT A


Los Angeles County Superior Court
Decision on Submitted Matter in


Sierra Club, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita, et al.
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~RIG{NAL FILED


aus i ~ Zoos


LQS AhIGEL.ES
SUPERIOR CC}Ui~T


SUPERIOR COURT OP CALIFORNIA


COi7NTY OF LOS ANGELES


SIERRA CLUB, et al., ) CASE NO. BS 098 722


Petitioner, ) DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER


vs. )


( CITY OF SANTA CLARITA,et a1.,


Respondent.


NEWHAI,L LATTD AND FARMING, )


Real Party in Interest. )


Having taken the matter under submission on May 31, 2005, having


considered all the evidence admitted and the parties' oral and written


', arguments, the Court rules as follows:


Petitioners Sierra Club, Center for Biological Diversity, Friends


of the Santa Clarita River, and California Water Impact Network


("Petitioners") seek a Writ of Mandate commanding Respondents City of


Santa Clarita and Santa Clarita City Council ("City" or "Respondents")


to set aside its decision certifying the Final Environmental Impact


Report (^FEZR") and approving the Project known as Riverpark in favor of


Real Party in Interest Newhall Land and Farming ("Newhall").
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1 The Riverpask.pro~:e~t:,_~~s~ated-nzt a.:.~rA9.-aere site. Originally,.


2 Riverpark proposeE3-~1~:383-.~~:ixle~i~,-a~ its.-==-etii~~~sting of 439 single- ''',


3 family homes and 4~ -a~~;<~~ii~•~~0"r-~4t~square feet of commercial ',


4 development, a tFa#~=Via-.-, ~a==29=acr~ act3velpassive park along the


5 Santa Clara River, a733'agpto~iFua~lq'-942'acYe~'-of open space area,_


6 including most of'rhi~'Sai~=a-C3a~a-'3Zv~r: '-'('2''i'.~R' Tab 4, .340-92 [Draft


7 EIR, § 1.D, Projec~~~=~~h g~=. s~- rblic hearing process,


8 the project was revised by converting the apartments to condominiums or


9 townhouses, reducing to 1,123 the residential units and to 16,000 square


iD feet co~nercial development, and preserving additional areas of the


11 Santa Clara River and its south fork. (10 AR, Tab 12, 11742-94 [PEER,


12 Project Revisions and Additional Information].) Further. hearings in


13 2005 reduced the residential units to 1,089, consisting of 432 single


14 Family homes and 657 condominium/townhouses, and provided for the


15 preservation of more land and river areas, totaling 788 acres (470-acres


16 on-site) for recreation and open space. - (10 AR 11792-49; 9 AR, Tab 11,


17 11418-22.} Included among the 318 off-site acres are the remaining.


18 portions of the south fork of the Santa Clara River owned by RPI, and 37


19 acres of the Santa Clara River significant ecological area ("SEA"}.


20 Project approvals included a General Plan Amendment, a Zone Change;


21 a vesting tentative tract map, a conditional use permit to build in


22 excess of two stories znd a maximum of 50-feet, Hillside Innovative


23 Application, a permit for vehicular gating, a variance to reduce setback


29 requirements and to build sound walls in excess of 7 feet, Hillside


25 Development Application,- and an Oak Tree Permit. {1 AR, Tab 2, 9-114;


26 2 AR 259.)


27 The Planning Commission held 9 hearings and on 12/21/04 recommended


28 that the City Council certify the EIR and adopt a Statement. of
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1 Overriding Considerations for impacts that could not be mitigated to a


2 less than significant level. (1 AR, Tali 2, 9-22 [App. Reso.]; 7:2 AR,


3 Tab 9, 8079-81 (12/21/04 Hearing Transcript); 73 AR, Tab 652, 51639-43


4 [12/21/04 Staff Report].)


5 The City Council held 3 hearings and certified the EIR on 5/29/05,


6 unanimously approving the project on 6/14/05. (1 AIt, Tab 2, 22-26; 1


7 AR, Tab 3, 115-229.)


S Petitioner Filed within Petition for Writ of Mandate alleging non-


9 compliance with CEQA.


10 To establish violation of the California Environmental Quality Act


11 ("CE~A"), Petitioner must show an abuse of discretion in that the County


12 either failed to proceed in the manner required by law or the


13 determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence. '


14 (Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.5(b); Puh. Resources Code, §§ 21168, 21168.5.}


15 When CEQ}1 non-compliance is alleged, the Court reviews the entire record


16 to see if substantial evidence supports the challenged determinations.


17 "Substantial evidence" is defined as "enough relevant information


18 and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can


19 be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might


20 also be reached." (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15384(x); ~1 aurel Height


21 ~Iporovement Asan v Req,Pnts of University of California (1988) 47


22 Ca1.3d 376, 393.) . Substantial evidence may include facts, reasonable


23 assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by


29 facts, but not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or


25 clearly erroneous evidence. (Pub. Resources Code, ~§ 2i080(e)(1}(2),


26 21082.2(c).)


27 "[I]n applying the substantial evidence standard, the reviewing


28 court must resolve reasonable doubt in favor of the administrative
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finding and decision. As such, if there are conflicts in tha evidence,


their resolution is for the agency." (River Val~gy Preservation Project


v. Metropolitan Transit Development Board (1995) 37 Cal. App. 4th 154.,


166.) Determinations in an EIR must be upheld if supported by


substantial evidence, and the mere presence of conflicting evidence


in the administrative record does not invalidate them. (Chapar a


Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Ca1.App.4`b 1134, 1143.} An


agency's approval of an EIR may not he set aside on the ground that an


opposite conclusion would have been equally or more reasonable. (L r


Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988)


47 Ca1.3d 376, 393.) The Court's role is not to substitute its judgment


I for that of the local agency representatives, but to enforce ''


legislatively mandated CEQA requirements. (Citizena of Goleta Valley v. '


( Hoard of Supervisors (1990) 52 Ca1.3d 553, 564.) The Court passes only


l upon the EIR's sufficiency as an informative document, not upon the


correctness of its environmental conclusions. ~~,aurel Heights at 392.)


I, City Proaerly Relied on the 41 000 AFY Water Transfer for P1 ~nnina


Purposes


Petitioners contend that the City is legally precluded from relying


on water from the transfer of 41,000 AFY acre feet per year ("FLF'Y") of


State Water Project ("SWP"J water to the local SWP wholesaler, Castaic


Lake Water Agency ("CLWA") f"41,000 AEY transfer") for planning


purposes, and the EIR's reliance on water supplies is not supported by


substantial evidence.


The water far t' he Riverpark project is to be supplied by CLWA.


Zn 1999, CLWA entered into a contract with the Kern Delta Water


District for transfer of 41,000 acre feet per year iAE'Y) as part of the
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"Monterey Agreement."i The CLWA certified an EIA for the 41,000 AEy


transfer tiered on the earlier program EIR that had been prepared for


the Monterey Agreement.


In Planning and ConseLvation League v Dept of Water Resources


(2000) 83 Ca1.App.4 b̀ 892 ("PCL"), the PCL challenged the Monterey_


Agreement program EIR. The Court of Appeal held that the EIR should


have been prepared by DWR as the lead agency, rather than by one of the


contractors, and'that a new EIR must be prepared and certified by DWR.


The Court did not invalidate the Monterey Agreement or enjoin the water


transfers effected thereunder, but directed the trial court to consider',


under CEQA section 21168.9 whether the Monterey Agreement should remain',


in place pending preparation of DWR~s new EIR, and to retain


jurisdiction pending certification of DWR`s EIR.


Itt Friends oz Santa Clara Aiver v. CLWA (2002) 95 Cal.App.4t!' 1373


("Friends I"), the Court of Appeal ordered CLWA's EIR decertified


because it had been tiered from the Monterey Agreement EIR, adjudged


inadequate: "We have examined all of appellant's other contentions and


find them to be without merit. If the PCL/tiering problem had not


arisen, we would have affirmed the judgment." i~'riends, suura, at 1387.)


The Court did not issue any ruling affecting CLWA's ability to continue


to use and rely on water supplies from the 41,000 AFY Transfer, leaving


it to the trial court's discretion whether to enjoin CLWA's use of.the


water pending its completion of a new EIR. {Friends, supra, at 1388.)


///


~An excellent history of the SWP and the role of Department of Water
Resources ("DWR") in the management of the SWP, the Monterey Agreement
and amendments, and relevant litigation is set forth in Calif. Oak


foundation v. Santa Clarita, 133 Ca1.App.4th 1219 {2005 .
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In September 2002, on remand to the,Las Angeles County Superior


Court, the Friends petitioners applied under CEQA section 21168.9 to


enjoin CLWA from continuing to use and rely on water from the 91,000 AFY


Transfer. The trial court rejected that request, and in December 2003,


the Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court's ruling allowing CLWA to


continue to use and rely on water from the 41,00 AEY Transfer pending


completion of its new EIR. (Id.; see also, Friendr o h san a Tara


R v ' v CaG ai .ak Wa ar ~gencv, 2003 WL 22839353 i~~Friends II"j at


Tab 7, 5 AR 91BQ-97.)


Meanwhile, on 5/5/03, before the trial court acted on remand, the.


parties to the PCL litigation entered into the Monterey Settlement


Agreement.' Section II of that agreement provides that SWP would


continue to be administered and operated in accord with both the


Monterey Amendments and the terms of the Monterey Settlement Agreement.


(5;1 AR, Tab 7, 9367.) The Monterey Settlement Agreement did not


invalidate or vacate the Monterey Amendments, or any water transfer


effected under them.


A. PCL, Friends of the Santa Clara River and California Oak do not


preclude reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer


Petitioners contend that legal uncertainties surrounding the 41,00


AFY transfer due to the $~,I and Friends lawsuits preclude the City from


relying an water from that transfer for planning purposes.


', Specifically, Petitioners contend that because PCL requires the


( Department of Water Resources {~~DWR") to prepare an EIR analy2ing the


ZOn 6/6/03, the Sacramento County Superior Court issued its Order
h inder CEQA section 21168.9, approving both tha Monterey Settlement
Agreement, and the continued operation of the SWP pursuant to the
Monterey Amendment and the approved Monterey Settlement Agreem~nt. (See
6 AR, Tab 8, 6557; 8 ~R, Tah 10, 9775-78 (Order].)
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,effects of the eight SWP water transfers completed under the Monterey


( Agreement, none of those transfers, including the 41,000 AFY transfer,


I van be relied on for planning gurposes until ➢WR has completed and


', certified that EIR. Moreover, Petitioners contead that the Court of


~i Appeal so held in c'al~fornia Oak Faiinda ion v ~ y n Rant iar•r,


(2005) 133 Ca1.App.9°h 1219.


~I, r.~P  od and ~aliforn~a Oak (discussed infra) do not preclude


reliance on the 41,00 AE~Y transfer for planning purposes.


While the Courts of Appeal could have simply said that all EIRs


requiring reliance on the 41,000 AFY transfer, must await the


certification of a new FEIR by DWR (and resolution of any litigation


challenging such FEIR), they have not done that.


Although the Court in Friends and c'alifornia Oak observed that CLWA


"may be able to cure the PCL problem by awaiting action by the [DWR]


complying with the PCi decision, then issuing a subsequent EIR,


supplement to EIR, or addendum _ tiering upon a newly certified


Monterey Agreement EIR" (California Oak, supra, 133 Ca1.App.4°6 at 1230,'


n. 6), neither court said that the CLWA and City of Santa Clarita must


await the DWR FEIR.


CLWA certified a new EZR on the 41,000 AFY T=ans~er on 12/22/04..


(Tah 10, 8:2 AR 10441-48~ (CLWA Resolution certifying the EIR]; see also


Tab 637, 63 AR 43466-44683 [CLWA FEIR]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11750 [Final


Riverpark EIR Project Revisions and Additional Information.} This new


EIR analyzes the effects of the 41,D00 AFY Transfer without tiering from


the Monterey Agreement EZR.3 Although CLWA`s EIR is currently being


.'The CLWA EIR concludes that the Monterey Settlement Agreement
neither requires that DWR's new EIR be certified before CLWA can certify
its new EIR for the 41,000 AFY Transfer, nor requires that DWR~s new EIR


a
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challenged, CEQA requires that the EIR be conclusively presumed to


comply with CEQA, until a court has judged it deficient. (See. e.g.,


CEQA, § 21167.3(b), CEQA Guidelines, ~ 15231; see also, Barthelemy v.


Chino Basin Water Dist., ~s ,~ara, 36 Ca1.App.4th 1609, 1fi17.)


Since the prior CI,WA EIR for the 41,000 AFY Transfer was overturned


solely because it tiered from a later-decertified Monterey Agreement'


EIR,-and CLWA has now certified an EIR approving the 41,000 AFY Transfer'


without tiering from the Monterey Agreement EIR,' the City reasonably


included water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer in CLWA's supplies, after


Ilconsidering at length the current status of all litigation.5


B. The 41,000 AFY transfer is sufficiently certain and the Mont=rey


Settlement Agreement does not preclude Respondents from relying on


said tiansfer in its EIR pending DWR~s preparation of its EIR.


As argued by Respondents, three provisions in the Monterey


Settlement Agreement, read together, refute Petitioners' argument that


the 41,000 AF'Y Transfer was excluded from Attachment E because it was a


non-permanent transfer, which may not be used for planning purposes.


serve as the EIR for that Transfer. iTab 637.63 AR A3987-92 [CLWA
Master Response to Comments).) These conclusions are consistent with
Friends II, that the 41,000 AFY Transfer is not legally bound to the ~P ,~
litigation or to DWR's new EIR. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 4195-9196.)


'Although DWR is in the process of certifying its own EZR pursuant
to PCL and the Monterey Settlement Agreement, DWR appzoved CLWA's


, preparation of its EIR in a comment letter on the Draft EIR, and noted
', that CLWA's Draft EIR "adequately and thoroughly discusses the proposefl
', project and its impacts," and "adequately discusses the reliability of
the SWP, pre- and post-Monterey Amendment conditions, future conditions
and SWP operations." (Tab 637, 63 AR 93482-83.)


SRespondents' Riverpark EIR discusses the prior litigation and
devotes 6 pages to discussion of the litigation surrounding CLWA's EIR
on the 91,000 AFY Transfer in its response to comments alone. (Tab 8, 6
AR 6551-6559.)
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1 Section IiI(C)(4).requires DWR to conduct an "[a]nalysis of the


2 potential environmental impacts relating to" all eight of the comgleted


3 water transfers, not just of the 41,000 AFY Transfer (Tab 7. 5:1 AR


4 4368-69) and to analyze all of the transfers in the same- manner, even


5 though seven of them, defined in the Agreement as the "Attachment E


6 Transfers," were beyond challenge. (Id. [Section IZI(C)(4)j; Tab 7, 5:1 %


7 AR 9370 [Sections III(D), III(Ej].) Section ZII(D) precludes challenges '


8 to the Attachment E Transfers, which had been litigated in other forums '


9 or had become final without challenge by the expiration of limitation


10 periods. (Tab 7. 5:1 AR 4370.) Section III (E) acknowledges the


11 jurisdiction of Los Angeles Superior Court over the then-ongoing Friends


12 litigation challenging CLWA's EIR on the 41,000 AFY Transfer 1Tab ?, 6


13 5:1 AR 4370) pending completion of CLWA's new EZR, but does not


14 distinguish the 91,000 AFY. Transfer from the Attachment E transfers


15 otherwise.


16 The Monterey'Settlement Agreement does not prohibit reliance on the


17 91,000 AFY Transfer. All of the water transfers were effected as


lE permanent transfers under the Agreement and are to be analyzed in the


19 same way in DWR's new EIR, as required by Section III(C)(4).


20 Petitioner contends that the continued availability of the 41,000


21 AFY transfer is uncertain until DWR has concluded its EIR and that under.


22 California Oak, the City may not presume that the outcome of DWR's


23 environmental. review will be the continued availability of the 41,000


24 AFY.


25 DWR, however, has Yecognized the 41,OdG AFY Transfer as a permanent


26 transfer under the Monterey Agreement by entering into Amendment No. 18


27 to CLWA's agreement, which increases its Table A Amount by 41,.000 AFY


28 (Tab i0, 8:1 AR 9212-14), and has since consistently allocated water


- 4 -


85 098 722 Sierra CIu6, et al. vs. City of Santa Clarita, et al.
DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER







1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12 I


13 '',


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


29


25


26


27


28


supplies to CLWA based on that entitlement (Tab 4, 2:2 AIt 1015-17


[DEIRJ). Furthermore, as noted supra, DWR also submitted positive


comments on CLWA's Draft EIR. (Tab 637, 63 AR 43482-83).


DwR's analysis of the 41,000 AFY Transfer in its new EIR will be


part of a broader analysis or past and future permanent transfers of


Table A Amounts, and will not constitute the EIR for the 41,000 AEY


transfer. (5:1 AR, Tab 7, 4369.) As noted supra, gam„ _Friends and the


Monterey Settlement Agreement do not prohibit CLWA's preparation of its


new EZR addressing tha impacts of the 41,000 AE'Y transfer. (Tab 637,_ 63


AR 43987-92 [CLWA Master Response to Comments].}


California Oak, being most recent, deserves further discussion. In


California Oak, the Court struck down the City's certification of an


earlier EIR for an industrial project because it did not address the


1ega1 uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 AFY Transfer. California oak s


did not bar the use of water from the 41, 000 AFY transfer for all


( planning purposes. It criticized the City's failure to explain its


reasoning for relying on the 41,OOq AFY transfer, but held that it was


up to the City to determine whether or not to zely on the 41,000 AE'Y


transfer in its planning. The Court stated: "(T]he question is whether


the entitlement should be used for puzpcses of planning future


development, since its prospective availability is legally uncertain.


A~thovah this decision must be made by the City, the EIR is intended to


serve as an informative document to make government action transparent.


Transparency is uapossible without a clear and complete explanation of


the circumstances surrounding the reliability of the water supply."


', (~ at 1237-38; emphasis supplied.) Before relying on water from the


41,400 AFY transfer for planning purposes, the City must "present a


reasoned analysis of the significance [or insignificance] of the
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1 decertification of the EIR far the Castaic purchase; how demand for


2 water would be met without the 41, 000 AFY entitlement; or why it is


3 appropriate to rely on the 41,000 AE'Y transfer in any event." {I~,, at


4 1244.)


5 The Court in California Oak ruled that the EZR contained an


6 inadequate discussion, in fact no discussion at all, of the uncertainty.


7 regarding the 41,000 AFY transfer in the EIR itself, but only refezences


B to it in the 'appendices, and responses to comments. The text of the EIR


9 did not mention the decertification of the CLWA EIR, or that


10 "entitlements are not really entitlements, but only `paper' water."


11 (California Oak, supra, 133 Ca1.App.4th at 1236.} From the EIR, the


12 Court could only assume that City concluded the 41,000 AF'Y would


13 continue to be available, but found that the lack of a forthright


14 discussion of a significant factor that could affect water supplies. was


15 antithetical to the purpose of an EIR to reveal to the public the basis


16 on which officials approve or reject environmental action. (~ at.


17 1237-38). Thus, the Court held that the EIR failed to inform the public


18 of the litigation uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 AFY transfer, and


19 substantial evidence did not support the City's decision to rely on


20 water from that transfer for planning purposes.


21 Here, by contrast, the City discussed the 41,009 AFY transfer and


22 its uncertainties at considerable length, both in the EIR and throughout


23 the review process. (See~.nfra, pp. 12-16.) The ~P 7, Friends, Friends


24 ~I,, and California Oak decisions were all discussed. The City concluded


25 that it was likely that the 91, 000 AFY would be available for the


26 project. By the time the City Council held it first Riverpark hearing


27 on 1/25/O5, the City also had before it CLWA~s certified new EIR for the


28 41,000 AEY transfer, which was not the case in California Oak.
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1 The Riverpark EIR adequately discloses the uncertainties regarding


2 the 41,000 AFY transfer and discusses them forthrightly.


3 C. Svbstantia2 evidence supports reliance on 41,000 AFY watex transfer


4 and the ESR's analysis of the transfer is not flawed


5 Petitioners contend that substantial evidence does not support the


6 City's decision to rely on water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer.


7 As noted, California Oak held that, as long as the city has


B analyzed the uncertainties surrounding this water supply, it is within


9 the City's province to decide whether to rely on the 41,000 AFY Transfer


10 for planning purposes.


11 The EIR and the Administrative Record contain substantial evidence


12 supporting the City's decision that water from the ~1,~00 AFY Transfer


13 can be relied on as part of CLWA's supplies.


14 CLWA, the SWP and the reliability of its water supplies, the


15 Monterey Agreement, the ~P I, litigation, the Monterey Settlement


16 Agreement, CLWA's Table A Amounts, and the Friends litigation are all


17 extensively discussed in the EIR. The City specifically discloses that


18 a future adverse judgment invalidating the Monterey Agreement could


19 affect CLWA`s' ability to use water from the 41,000 AFY transfer andl


20 adversely affect CLWA's water supplies over the long term, but that, ''i


21 based on the information discussed, CLWA (the experts concerning water l'


22 supply) believed that'such a result "is unlikely to >unwind' executed


23 and completed agreements with respect to the permanent transfer of SWP


29 Water Amounts." (Tab 4,2:2 AR 1019-15; see also, Tab 8,6:2 AR 6551-59


25 [TR-3J.) Further, the EIR notes the 41,D00 AEY Transfer was completed in


26 1999, CLWA has paid approximately $47 million for the additional Table


27 A Amount, the monies have been delivered, the sales price has been


28 financed through CLWA by tax-exempt bonds, and DWR has increased CLWA's


- 12 -
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SWP maximum Table A Amount and delivered or made available to CLWA the


95,200 AE'Y because it was a permanent transfer/reallocation of SWP Table


A entihlement between SWP contractors." (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 1013.j ~ Included


in the EIR's Appendices and referenced in the EIR, are the 19 documents


supporting the EIR's analyses, includinq the PC_7 decision, the Monterey


Settlement Agreement, the Sacramento County Superior Court's "Order


Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21168.9," the Friends


decision, the Los Angeles County Superior Court's Judgment on remand in


the mss, litigation, CLWA's final EIR.for the 41,000 AE'Y Transfer,


and CLWA's Resolution certifying that EIR.


The City responded to numerous comments challenging the EIR's


conclusion that CLWA could rely on the 41,000 AFY Transfer for planning


purposes. Due to the number of comments, and the amount of information


required to respond, the City prepared a "master" response on this


', subject,.TR-3 (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6551-59). TR-3 reviews the information


disclosed in the EIR's Water Services section regarding the 41,000 AFY


Transfer and the Friends litigatiott, then responds to comments asserting


that: ii) the SP I litigation and Monterey Settlement Agreement preclude


CLWA from using or relying on that water transfer, and (ii} because the


Monterey Settlement Agreement requires DWR to prepare a new EIR on the


Monterey Agreement, CLWA cannot' rely on the water transfer until that


new EIR is completed. The City also prepared responses to individual


comment letters on the 41,000 AFY Transfer° All of these comments and


65ee, for example, responses to comments from the Santa Clarita


Organization for Planning and the Environment (Tab S, 6 AR 5962-66,


6689-6717), Petitioners Sierra Club (Tab B, 6 AR 6194-6201, 6370, 6737-


66, 6829-30), California Water Impact Network (Tab H, 6 AR 6273-79,


6767-75), Friends (Tab 8, 6 AR 6387, 6835-36), and from a law firm


involved in the $~.ji litigation (Tab 8, 6 AR 6275-78, 6776-83~.
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responses are included in the Riverpark Final EIR. i


The City's Planning Commission also held a study session on the


subject of the reliability of available water supplies. (Tab 9, 7 AR


7980.-92.) I


Ultimately, the City reviewed all of this information, and the


views e~tpressed in the EIR, by CLWA, and by commentators opposed to the,


City considering the 41,000 AFY Transfer, and determined it was


appropriate for the City to rely on those SWP supplies. (Tab 2, 1 AR 9-


114 [App. Reso]; Tab 3. 1 AR 174-220 (CEQA Findings].) The City


explained that its determination to allow Riverpark to rely on the


41,000 AFY Transfer was supported by the information in the EIR for four


main reasons: (i) nothing in the 2~Sonterey Settlement Agreement or in any


court decision precludes that reliance; (ii) nothing in -the Monterey


Settlement Agreement precludes CLWA from preparing and certifying its


revised EIR for that transfer as instructed by the Court of Appeal in


the Friends decision and, in fact, the Settlement Agreement was


carefully crafted to leave that EZR and any required remedies to the Los


Angeles County Superior Court; (iii} the fact that DWR is preparing an


EIR that will analyze all of the water transfers under the Monterey


Agreement does not preclude CLWA from preparing and certifying its


revised FIR, as, instructed by Friends; and (iv) CLWA's Final EIR re-


approving the transfer had been certified without tiering from the


', Monterey Agreement FIR. (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6558-59 [TR-3]; Tab 10, 8:2 AR


10491-10480; Tab 12, 10 AR 11750.}


As directed by California Oak, the City here has analyzed in


considerable detail the uncertainties surrounding the AEY water transfer


and explained the basis for its reliance on that transfer. The City's


~ ///
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determinations are not an abuse of discretion, but supported by


substantial evidence.


Petitioners' contention that the City makes false statements about


the transfer (OB 7-9) is not borne out by the record.


The City's statement reads: "Because the 41,000 AF was a permanent


water transfer, because DWR includes the 91,000 AE' in calculating CLWA's


share of SWP Table A Amount, and because the courts have not prohibited


CLWA from using or relying on those additional SWP supplies, the City


has determined that it remains appropriate for the Riverpark project .to


include those water supplies in its water supply and demand analysis,


while acknowledging and disclosing uncertainty created by litigation."


(Tab 8, 6:2 AA 6768-69.)


This statement is qualified and explained by the City's extensive


discussion of the legal uncertainties arising from litigation, supra,


and is not misleading. The statement cannot be taken out of context and


must be read in light of other statements and evidence in the record.


As regards "reliance on the fact that DWR counts the 41,000 AFY in Table


A amounts, DWR has acknowledged the 91,000 AFY Transfer by continuously


delivering SWP water, including water from the Transfer, to CLWA for


many years. The Monterey Settlement Agreement treats the 91,000 AFY


Transfer identically to the Appendix E Transfers. The City's discussion


of the reliability of SWP water supplies, including the 41,000 AFY


Transfer water, is a discussion relating to the ability of the SWP to


deliver only such supplies as are available on a year-to-year basis.


(See, e.g., Tab 9, 2:2 AR 1022-30.) The City discussed the reliability


o£ available SWP supplies under average, dry and critical dry years, and


' that there would be sufficient supplies to meet Riverpark's demand and


cumulative demand. _(,T~ at 1051-70.)
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IInlike a i o n~a oak, the record shows that the City considered


the 41,000 AEY transfer in the EIR, including the legal uncertainties,


the reliability of available supplies of SWP water in general, and


concluded, based on substantial evidence, that it was appropriate to


rely on those supplies for planning purposes. The City also considered


and responded to numerous comments. After 12 hearings before the


Planning Commission and City Council, the City certified the EIR and


approved Riverpark, knowing that water supplies from the 41,000 AFY


Transfer were to some degree uncertain, but explaining the reasoning for


its determinations and the evidence that supported it. That ~s all that


CEQA and C~.lifornia Oak require.


II. Impacts on Biologi al R o u . w se App~priately Evaluated


Petitioner contends that the project's impact on three special-


status species, the western spadefoot toad ("Toad"), the San Diego back-


tailed jackrabbit ("Jackrabbit") and the holly-leaf cherry woodlands


("Holly-Leaf") must be considered significant because they are "rare"


within the meaning of CEQA, the EIR~s responses to comments by


Department of Fish and Game ("DFG') were inadequate,_ as were mitigation


measures for the Toad and Jackrabbit.


CEQA Guidelines section 15065 (a) provides: "A lead agency shall


Find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment and


. thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project where there ,is


substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that (1) The


project has the potential to substantially reduce the number or


restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species _ ."


(Guidelines, § 15065(a); 51 AR 33996,)


Here, an EIR was prepared and the impacts on the Toad, Jackrabbit,


and Holly-Leaf considered. Petitioner contends that, to assess the
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significance of the project impacts on the Toad, Holly-Leaf, and


Jackrabbit, the EIR was required to determine whether the species are


"rare" under Guidelines section 1538o(b)(2)(A), which defines "rare" as


"[a]lthough not presently threatened with extinction, the species is


existing in such small numbers throughout 'all or a significant portion


of its range that it may become endangered if its environment worsens."


The EIR's conclusions with regard to these species are supported by


substantial evidence.


Toad


The EIR concluded that iaapacts on the Toad would be significant and


unavoidable (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5774, 5827).


The EZR describes the Toad as a special-status species STab 7, 5:2


AR 5720-5730, 5737, 5831-36; see also Tab 9, 7;2 AR 8572 [Revised Draft
{


EZR ("RDEIR")I), and defines "special-status wildlife" to include rare '•


species, that is, State Species of Special Concern and Federal Species '


of Concern. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5728.) The EIR notes that Toads were found


in three seasonal rainpools created by human disturbances in the middle


of areas planned £or development: in the right-of-way for the extension


' of Newhall Ranch Road,- in the middle of Planning Area A-1, and in the.,


middle of Planning Area B {Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5832-34). The potential impacts


on the Toad were analyzed in accordance with CEQA and City thresholds


and found to be significant (~ at 5750-53, 5774 . Mitigation was


recommended in the form of pre-construction surveys, preparation of a


Resource Management and Monitoring Plan ~("RMMP"1, design and


construction of new enhanced Toad habitat and implementation of a


capture and relocation and monitoring program. .Ultimately the EIR


concluded that the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable,


because such measures have not yet been proven to he highly effective,


L~
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and because of the possibility that not all of the individual Toads


could be successfully captured and relocated (j,~ at 5811)..


The City's responses to comments and its actions addressed DF~'s


concerns (Tab 8, 6:1 AR 5680-86 [DFG letter], Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6621-30


[response)), and those of other commentators (see, e.g., Tab 8, 6:1 AR


5876-~7 (Santa Monica Mountains Conservar_cy letter], Tab 8, ,6:2 AR 6610-


14 [response7). The City followed DFG`s recommendations, the City's


"Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Mitigation Plan" ("Toad


Plan") was created by the City`s expert biologist in consultation with


DFG and was ultimately approved by DFG.


5uhstantial evidence in the record supports the City's decision to


( mitigate the impacts on ttie Toad rather than reconfigure the Project.


Such evidence included opinion of City's expert biologist that the Toad


Plan was likely to succeed, and DFG's approval of that Plan. It


properly exercised its discretion to consider the remaining impacts on


the Toad to be significant and unavoidable, and adopted a Statement of


Overriding Considerations for the Toad. (Tab 3, 1 AR 145-150, 155-163, ',


esp. 159 [SOC].? ~'guments similar to Petitioners' arguments here were


rejected in Defend the Say v. City of Irvine (2009) 119 Ca1.App.9th


1261, 1276-77.


Jackrabbit


For the Jackrabbit, the Revised DEIR determined that "[b]ecause


this species is not state or federally listed as Endangered or


Threatened, because it is considered relatively abundant in suitable


habitat areas within its range, and because the direct loss of


individual jackrabbits is expected to be low, .it is expected that the


regional population would not drop below a self-sustaining level with


the implementation of this project," the loss of any individual
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1 jackrabbits would not be considered a significant impact. (Tab 7, 5:2


2 AR 5775.)


3 The EIR identifies the Jackrabbit as a State and federal special-~


4 status species, and .determined the significance of impacts on that


5 species based on CEQA and City thresholds that recogni2e substantial


6 adverse effects on special-status species and substantial reduction of


7 habitat as being significant impacts (Tab 7. 5:2 AR 5750-53J. Based on


8 field surveys (see, e.g., Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5707-08 [RDEIR, § 4.6; Tab 6, 4


9 AR 4153-54), the EIR reported that Jackrabbits. which occur in a variety


10 of habitats, had been sighted on-site in the riverbed, open terraces and


11 disked fields, but that because those areas are disturbed, the overall


12 quality oP the habitat on site suitable for Jackrabbits was only


13 moderate. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5735, 5739, 5775; Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8572 [RDEIR].)


14 The EIR noted that the Project had been designed to include all NRMP


15 applicable mitigation measures for the areas in and adjacent to the


16 Santa Clara River (Tab 7. 5:2 AR 5759-61, and 5789-5800 [RDEIR, ~ 4,61;


17 Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8576 [RDEIR]), including preconstruction surveys, capture


18 and relocation, and riparian habitat creation enhancement. (I~,_ at 5757-'


19 5759, and 5793-95 [RDEIR, § 4.6J; see also, Tab 9, 7;2 AR 8541-42 '


20 [RDEIRJ}.


21 The EIR concluded that project-level impacts would be less than'.


22 significant, not just because Jackrabbit is not a listed species ands


23 does not require heightened protection, but also because the species is ~


24 abundant where it occurs, and, since it is mobile and would likely


25 disperse to nearby better habitat rather than be killed as the site is


26 developed, few individuals would be lost due to development of the site.


27 {Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5775.) Nevertheless mitigation including preparation of


28 an RNtMP and preconstruction surveys of areas outside the NRMP areas for
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the potential capture and relocation of special-status species was


recommended. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5800-01, 5809-10; Tab 9,7:2 AR 8543-45,


8584-85 (RDEIR pages].) The EIR also concluded that the pro}ect-level


and cumulative impacts on an aggregate of 28Q acres of habitat, in


general, necessarily including that for Jackrabbits, would be


significant and unavoidable even after mitigation (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5761-


62, 5811, 5825-26, 5827). A Statement of Overriding Considerations was


adopted for these impacts. iTab 3, 1 AR 145-163.)


The City did not ignore DFG's comments, but in response to DFG,


stated that it had considered the NRMP and its EIS/EIR, which had


earlier analyzed impacts on the Jackrabbit within the NRMP area (in and


adjacent to the Santa Clara River), and found those impacts to be


significant and imposed mitigation to reduce them to a less than


significant level. (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6622-23.) Those mitigation measures, ',


the City explained, had been incorporated into the Project as design


. features, and that Riverpark scaled back the activities permitted by the


' NRMP, so that the activities within the NRMP area would .have even less


of an impact on the Jackrabbit than the NRMP EIS/EIR had determined.


(Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6622-24.)


Development was moved further back from the Santa Clara River to


protect riparian resources, including Jackrab6lt habitat (including bank


stabilization in a portion of the site). A public trail that had been


proposed in the riverbed was moved out to join the pedestrian/bike


bridge over the Aqueduct. (Tab 8, AR 6623-24; see also Tab 2, Tab 9, Tab


12 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions ; Tab 11) The City also e~tplained


that the mitigation requiring preconstruction surveys and capture and


relocation was more definitive than DFG described B more than simply


forcing individuals to disperse:.As to cumulative impacts, the City
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noted that because the NRMP's mitigation measures had been imposed on


all of the land between the eastern border of Riverpark vest to Castaic


Creek, and because Riverpark had been revised to preserve even more


upland, the EIR had concluded that cumulative impacts on the species


would be less than significant. (Tab 8, AR 6624.)


DFG disputed the. EIR's conclusions without challenging the City'"s


survey methodology. ' (Tab 8, AR 5882.) As the City's response to DFG's


comment letter shows, the City considered DFG's co~nents, but disagreed


with them. ' The City's response did not assert that the EIR relied


solely upon the NRMP EIS/EIR's analysis of impacts on the Jackrabbit.


4Tab 8, AR 6622-24.] Rather, the EIR conducted its own independent


analysis. (Tab 7 [RDEIR, ~ 9.6]; Tab 6 [survey report]; Tab 9 [RDEIR].)


The City's responses to DFG contained a reasoned explanation based on


scientific information. (See CEQA Guideline 15088.} The City was not


required to accept DFG's opinions over those of its own expert. (Assn•


of Irritated Residents, supra, at 1394-9?; i.a ~r ;gh c r, Apra, q7


Ca1.3d at 393-93.)


Substantial evidence supports the EIR's conclusions on the ',


Jackrabbit. The evidence shows the EIR conducted its own analysis of


the impacts on the Jackrabbit, and did not rely solely upon the NRMP


EIS/EIR for that analysis.


Holly-Leaf Cherry Scrub


The surveys conducted by the Project's expert botanist concluded


that the plant community identified was not "holly-leaf .cherry


woodlands," but "holly-leaf cherry scrub" ("HLCS"), ,which is different


and one not specified in DFG's List of California Terrestrial Natural


Communities recognized by the California Natural Diversity Data Base


(i.e. without any State or federal protection). (Tab 7, AR 5716-17; Tab
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416, 53 AR 37223, 37247 and Tab 6, 4 AR 3363, 3387 [DEIR appendices,


2003 and 2002 rare plant surveys Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6627 [response to DFG


comments].)


Rased on the evidence, including the rare plant surveys conducted


in 2002 and 2003, and supporting evidence (Tab 6, AR 3359-82, 3383-95},


the EIR reported the expert botanist' s identification of the plant


community on-site as HLCS (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 57 16-17j. The, EZR properly


defined the class of plants that were considered to be "special status


plants" (Tab 7, 5.2 AR 5722), and did not include HLCS within that class


based on the botanist's expert opinion. Based on CEQA and City


thresholds, the EIR concluded that the permanent disturbance of 3,6


acres of HLCS, which did not supgort special-status plant or wildlife


species and is not considered to be sensitive by the resource agencies,


was not significant (Tab ?. 5.2 AR 5767). As noted before, the EIR


concluded that the project-level and cumulative impacts from disturbing


an aggregate of 280 acres of habitat, in general, necessarily including


HLCS, would be a significant impact, and •unavoidable even after


mitigation, and, a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted as


to this impact (Tab 3, AR 195-163 .


The City's response to DFG's comments on the fiLCS was not


"dismissive." The City responded that based on scientific and other


', information the identified plant community was not "holly-leafed cherry


'. woodland," but HLCS, because the canopy did not amount to a woodland


'_ canopy, and that DFG does not include HLCS within its list of special


' status plant cow¢unities. Also because only 3.6 acres of habitat would


be permanently impacted bar the Project, and HLCS "stand of trees" was


not considered a sensitive plant community as identified by the DFG, the


///
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loss of the 3.6 acres would be less than significant under CEgA. (Tab


B r AR 6627.]


Substantial evidence supports the conclusions that the HI,CS on site


was not a special status species, and that iunpacts to it alone would not


be significant.


ZII. pg~rZip Son o h oject and Mitiga 'on M ate, c


Petitioners contend that the EIR fails as an informational document


to adequately describe the project or the mitigation measures, misstates


the public and agency concerns raised in comment letters, and fails to


meaningfully respond to them.


She EIR adequately descaibes impact on the Santa C.Iara River and is


not misleading


Petitioners contend the project wi11 damage the river and the EIR


and the City's staff reports mislead by "perpetuat[ing] the myth that


the project will improve the condition of the river," (OB 16-17j and by


the statement in Final EIR that the project "has been designed to


', preserve the Santa Clara River corridor." BAR 28.)


A review of the record discloses extensive discussion in the EIR


and staff reports concerning the encroachment into the Santa Clara River


and the impacts to it. Among other things: the EIR discloses that the


Project would install buried bank stabilizakion in the western portion


of the site, but not the eastern portion where the river corridor would


remain substantially undisturbed up to the eastern boundary where the


Newhall Ranch Road Golden Valley Road Bridge would be built. (See Tabs


9, 5, 7, 11, 12.) There is evidence that buried bank stabilization is


less harmful to the river and its resources than traditional cement


stabilization, yet protects adjacent development adequately {Tab 11, 9


AR 10739-47 [FEIR, App. C. Functional AssessmentC Summary], 10877-90
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1 [id., Hybrid Functional Assessment/Riverpark), 11180-97 [FEIR, App. G,


2 Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses], 11202-19 did•,


3 Addendum No. 1], 11495-17 (~.., App. J, Additional Flood and Floodplain


4 Modifications, data7). Ftiizthermore, revisions to the Project would


5 lessen intrusion into the SEA and protect mature riparizn resources that


6 serve as habitat (id., esp. Tab 11: 9 ~ 11419-22, 11516 [F'EIR App. K.


7 Project Revisions and Additional Information]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61


8 [E'EIR Final Project Revisions]; Tab il, '9 AR 11224-35 (FEIR App. 1.


9 7/20/04 Staff Report)). Other evidence shows that the overall '~


10 (temporary and permanent) intrusion into the SEA was reduced from the


11 original 37 acres to 32.1 acres, and the permanent intrusion from 24 to


12 16.9 acres. {Tabs 11, 12.} The Project was also revised to dedicate


13 approximately 318 off-site acres, including the approximately 191-acre


19 "Round Mountain" site containing 37 acres of Santa Clara River SEA,


15 which will in part further offset the Project's impacts on biological


16 resources and the floddplain (Tab 12j. The City nevertheless still


17 considered the Project's intrusion into the Santa Clara River SEA to be


18 a significant and unavoidable impact, and included it in the Statement


19 of Overriding Considerations (Tab 7.)


20 Thus, the City did not ̀ ignore Riverpark's encroachment into the


21 river." It considered at 'great length the Project`s impacts on the


22 river and adjacent areas and required changes in the Project to reduce


23 those impacts.


24 The EIR adequately describes the project setting and is not


25 misleading


26 The City found that "the proposed project is appropriate for the


27 subject property," "proposes considerably lower densities than existing


28 nearby developments," and that "[b]y proposing a maximum of 1,089
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residential units and approximately 16,000 square feet of commercial ',


space, the project proposes development that would be substantially less


dense and less intense than those that both the current and the proposed


land use classifications would allow." (1 AR 30.)


Petitioners contend the finding is incorrect, because the City


"never actually calculated the number of residential units that can


actually be built on the site," and the site`s physical characteristics,


such as topography, constrain the number of units that can be built on


any given parcel.


The findings relating to the project setting are adequate under''


CEQA and not misleading. Prior to the approval of the General Plan


Amendment and Zone Change proposed by the Project, the City's General


Plan designations for the site permitted development more dense and


intense than the now-approved designations. (See, e.g., Tab 4, 2:1 AR


346-48 [DEIR, § 1.0, Project Description], 830-837 (~~,,, § 4.7, Land


IIsel: Tab 4. 18 2:2 AR 997-52.)


There is no requirement the City must calculate exact nwnber of


units which actually can be built.


The EIR adequately describes on-site and off-sits dedications to


the City


Petitioners contend the EIR does nofi "adequately describe both the


on-and off-site [land] dedications, which the City considers a


significant benefit, and has identified as one main bases (sic] for


over-riding the project's significant adverse impacts," and City staff


and the EIR do not discuss in as Agenda Report to the City Council a


Planning Commissioner's comments during a debate on, whether the


Commission would consider the Project's proposed dedication of portions


of the South Fork or the Santa Clara River to be a benefit under the
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City's Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside Development Ordinance (OB 29-


28.)


Preliminarily, these issues were not raised during the


administrative process and, consequently, are now barred. (CEQA,


~ 21177(aj; see Park Area Neigpbors v. Town of Fairfax (1994) 29


Ca1.App.9th 1442, 1947-48.) Moreover,. the dedications were not offered


as mitigation measures, but as benefits in connection with the City's


issuance of a Statement of Overriding Considerations and the Hillside .


Development Application. {Tab 3. 1 AR 197-1 50.)


In any case, CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a project's adverse


environmental impacts, not its benefits. (See, e.g., CEQA,


§ 21002.1(a).) Dedication of on-site and off-site open space to the .


City to be preserved in perpetuity does not create adverse environmental


impacts. Even so, the EIR does discuss the attributes of these land


dedications. The on-site land to be dedicated was discussed extensively


in the Draft EIR (see. e.g., Tah 4, AR 367 [DEIR, § 1.0, Project


Description]; Tab 9, 2:2 AR 1214-99 [id., § 4.12, Parks and Recreation];


' Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5689-5827 [RDEIR, § 4,. 6, Biological Resources]), as well


' as. in City staff reports (Tab 609,61 AR 42997-42953; Tab 652, 73 AR


51639-51650; Tab 652, 73 AR 51651-51811; Tab 666, 74 AR 51913-51925; Tab


674, 74 AR 52073-52085; Tab 2-3, 1 AR 9-227) and in Planning Commission


hearings (Tab 3, 1 AR 147-150). The attributes and benefits of the off-


site land dedications are discussed in the Final EIR (see, e.q., Tab 12.


10 AR 11742-61 [FEIR. Final Project Revisions]; Tab 11, 9 AR 11419-22,


11516 [F'EIR. App. K, map, land use tak~le, new 5EA chart]1.


Failure to discuss comments in the agenda report is not fatal here.


The Planning Commission debated which Project attributes should be


considered as benefits in connection with their decision whether to
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recommend approval of the Hillside Development Application, for which


Newhall had submitted its Innovative Application Compliance Report. The


EIR analyzed the land being dedicated to the extent necessary to inforat


the City and the public, and based on that information, the Planning


Commission ultimately voted on which Project benefits it viewed as


supporting the Hillside Development Application, including, without


limitation, the on- and off-site land dedications (Tab 9,7:2 AR 8079-81


[12/21104 AT]; Tab 652, 73 AR 51639-95, esp. 51643 [12!21/04 Staff


Report]; Tab 2, 1 AR 15-18 [App. Reso.]). All of this information was


before the City Council.


The EIR adequately describes on and off-site dedications and does


not fail as an informational document in other respects.


IV. A~+Prna ~v Wer onaid r d as Reuui ed by GE~A


An ETR's alternatives analysis must include a reasonable range of


alternatives to the project that would feasibly obtain the basic


objectives of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the


alternatives. (Guidelines,'§ 15126.6(a? .1


Petitioners contend that the City's rejection of Alternative 2, the


Santa Clara River Reduced Bank Stabilization Alternative, in the EZR and


in its Findings Was "disingenuous and pretextual, and therefore contrary


to the mandates of CEQA" and not supported by substantial evidence.


~I Substantial evidence supports the determinations made by the City


in rejecting Alternative 2 and finding that, due to the revisions to the


( Project, that alternative was no longer environmentally superior.


The City rejected Alternative 2 for multiple reasons.


After analyzing Alternative 2's impacts as compared to those of the


Project as originally proposed, the EIR concluded that, while this


alternative would reduce impacts in certain environmental areas
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1 iincludii.~q kLiolpgical resources) _and cxeate similar impacts in other


2 areas,...it.~r~pld.,c=eate,_greater:..}mgact~~n population/housing/employment


3 and pa .ant1. zecxeation, .and wo~EE'd not meet five of the project '~


4 objec-ti.?hesr= -(•dab A,-~2:2 AR 1494-L54~J The EIR noted that the project


5 objectives erf {1) providing a subs _ tial number of new housing units_


6 adjacent-to existing and planned structure, service, transit and


,::a.~~+:.:.,,. .7 transi^_~K _•,r.C:T~~.~l4~s.=~ntl:_eangl4Y~~_areas to accommodate projected


8 growth, and (2) developing a range of housing types accommodating a


9 range of .incomes and commercial opportunities, would not be met due to


10 the reduction in residential units fall of which were single-family


11 units). (Tab 4, AR 1999.) The objective of providing adequate flood


12 protection, including bank stabilization where necessary, would not he


13 met because the alternative does not provide for bank stabilisation.


14 The objectives of providing sufficient parks to satisfy park dedication


15 requirements and meet regional needs, and of providing a range of


16 active/passive recreational opportunities, would not be met due to the


17 reduction in the size of the flatter, active portion of the proposed 29-


1.8 acre park. (ZS3,_; see also 1497.)


19 As noted above, the original Project was substantially revised over


20 the course of the 24 public hearings. The Project as revised and


21 approved: (1) Moved all development back to the resource line


22 established by the Planning Commission, which reduced the Pro7ect,'s


23 intrusion into the SEA and protected mature riparian resources that


24 serve as habitat {Id.. esp. Tab 11, 9 AR 11419-22, 11516 (FEIR Apg. K,


25 Project Revisions and Additional Information]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61


26 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions]; Tab 11,9 AR 11224-35 IFEIR App.


27 1,7120/04 Staff Report] ), (2) Moved the equestrian trail out of the


28 river (Id. esp. Tab 12, 10 PR 11741-61 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions]),
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i3) Reduced the Project's overall (tempozary and permanent) intrusion


into the SEA from the original 37 acres to 32.1 acres, and its permanent


intrusion from 24 to 16.9 acres, 7.5 of which are attributable to the


construction of Newhall Ranch Road and one of which is attributable to


the Santa Clara River Trail (Id. esp. Tab 11, 9 AR 11516 [F'EIR App. K,


new SEA chart]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61 [E'EIR. Final Project


Revisions ), (4) Was conditioned on an absolute prohibition of


construction of any lots within the new E'EMA floodplain boundaries {Tab


11, 9 AR 11906-09 [CI,OMRJ: Tab 12, 10 AR 11756, 11757-58 [FEIR, Final


Project Revisions].) (Sa Relocated the Newhall Ranch RoadlGolden Valley


Road Bridge abutments farther out of the active channel of the river,


resulting in reduced iunpacts to biological resources in those riparian


areas (Tab 11, 9 AR 11410-17 [FEIR App. 3, Technical Memorandum


Hydraulic Design and Analysis); Tab 12, 10 AR 11758 (FEIR, Final Project


Revisions]) and (6) Dedicated approximately 318 off-site acres,


including, inter alia, the ARound Mountain" site containing 37 acres of


Santa Clara River SEA, which further offset the Project's impacts on


biota and the floodplain (Tab 12, to AR 11741-58 [FEIR, Final Project


Revisions]).


i Based on the evidence as regards the revised project, the City


( Council found that, as compared with the Project as approved, ',


( Alternative 2 was no longer environmentall~r superior because the new


Project design reduced development, and thus impacts, in areas not


affected by the revisions contemplated by Alteznative 2, that although


the approved Project would afford the City 94 fewer residential units,


it still preserved a greater mix of housing opportunities than did


Alternative 2, which reduced the number of single-family lots, and that


//!
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the approved Project would donate substantial off-site acreage. (Tab 3,


AR 139-140 (Alternatives Findingsj; see also 156 & 3,156-1$9.)


The findings as to Alternative 2 are supported by substantial


evidence and the record shows that the City Council considered and


balanced all of the competing factors, and chose to approoe the Project_


with those factors in mind.


V. rC y Prop~rly Found that the Proiect ~s Consistent with Genera


Flan Goals and Policies of Protectj~g Sic,~i,ficant Natural Resources j


Government Code section 66473.5 provides that "[n~o local agency'!


shall approve a tentative tract map unless [it) is


consistent with the general plan."


It .is within the City's province, to balance the competing


interests reflected in its General Plan policies, and the City has broad


discretion to construe those policies in light of the plan's purposes.


(San Franc~5can~ iToholdinct the Downtown Plan, supra, at 678.) A


reviewing court, therefore, may only ascertain whether -the lead agency


"considered the applicable policies and the extent to which the proposed


project conforms with those policies" (}~) by considering whether, as


a whole, the "'project is compatible with, and does not frustrate, the


general plan's goals and policies" (Nana Citizens for Honest Government


v Napa County Board of Supgrvisors (2001) 91 Ca1.App.4th 342, 355.) A


project must be in agreement or in harmony with the applicable General


Plan, "not in rigid conformity with every detail thereof." (,S~n


Fr nr' na Yinhc~ldlriQ the Downtowtt Plan, Apra. j


A lead agency`s determination that a project is consistent with its


general plan "can be reversed only if based on evidence• from which no


reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion." (A Local and


$gr~iona~ Monitor v City of ros Angeles (1993)16 Ca1.App.4th 630.., 648;
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see also ,fin ran ~~.an ohold+na h Down own Plan v. ~ y and County


o an an isco (2002) 102 Ca1.App.4th 656, 6771.) In approving the


Project, the City considered its General Plan policies and the Project


conformance to them.


Petitioners contend that the Project is inconsistent with the


City's General Plan goals and policies to protect significant natural


resources because its intrusions into the SEA and the floodplain are


inconsistent with the General Plan requiring the developer to "enhance


and preserve the SEA," and the EIR's conclusion that the project is


'consistent with Land Use Policy Element 5.3 by "not proposing


development within the river" (2 AR 891) is not supported by the


evidence in the record.


The EIR analyzes the original Project's consistency with the City's


General Plan and concludes that the Proj>ct as originally proposed was


consistent with Policy 1.1 of Goal Z of the City's Open Space and


Conservation Element because the Project preserves the Santa Clara River


and much of its significant vegetation as open space (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 859-


60} as shown by evidence noted above as to other issues. E'urthermore,


as discussed supra, the Project was later revised, further reducing the


Project's overall intrusion into the SEA from 37 to 32.1 acres, and


dedicating 37 undeveloped acres of SEA in the Round Mountain property.


The EIR also concludes that the Project as originally proposed was


consistent with Policies 3.3 and 3.7 of Goal 3 of the City's Open Space


and Conservation Element, because the EIR identifies areas of


significant ecological value and natural riparian habitat and mitigates


impacts to the extent possible (Tab 4, 2:2 AR B61-62: see also Tab 7.


5:2 AR 5689-5827 [RDEIR, § 4.5, Biological Resources]). Also, as


///


31 -


BS 098 722 Sierra Ciub, et al. vs. City of Santa Clarita, et al.


DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER







~_ ~


11


12


13 ',


14


15


16


17


1B


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


26


27


28


discussed suara, the Project as approved further reduces impacts to the


SEA and other sensitive resources.


The original Project was also found to be consistent with Policy


5.3 of Goal 5 to require new development to be sensitive to SEAS through


creative planning techniques that avoid aad minimize disturbance in


these areas for these same reasons (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 890-91), a conclusion


supported by the same substantial evidence that supports consistency


with Goal 1, Policy 1.1 of the Open Space and Conservation Element.


Petitioners' arguments that the Project imperntissihly intrudes into


the SEA restate their CE.QA arguments. The same evidence in the record


supports the consistency findings. The Project was revised to limit


intrusion into the SEA. The City's decision after circulation of the


Draft EIR to protect the riparian resources and habitat by setting the


resource line in the western portion of the site and moving the


equestrian trail out of the river bed further ensured that the Project


' as approved was consistent with the General Plan policies. The Project


always proposed placing 15 lots within the already disturbed SEA area


next to Planning Area A-2. (See, e.g., Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5785.} Also, as


revised Section 4.6 explains, even the permanent loss of 24 acres of


habitat, now reduced to 16.9, is not expected to detract from the.


overall integrity and value of the SEA, and the Project will preserve


and enhance various amounts of upland habitat in Planning Area B .to


.. serve as a buffer between the riparian habitat and development and to


mitigate adverse impacts to riparian plant communities within the SEA.


(~) The benefits of the Project's enhancements to the banks of the


Santa C1ara.River and to its main drainage in the 29-acre park are


confirmed by the Final EIR's Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark


(Tab 11, 9 AR 10877-90).
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Substantial evidence supports the finding of consistency with the'


City's General Plan.


The Petition for Writ of Mandate is denied.


Counsel for Respondent is ordered to prepare, serve and lodge in


Department 85 a proposed Judgment Denying the Petition for Writ of:


Mandate on or before August 21, 2006.


DATED: August ~, 206


4. ,~ ~~


D2intra I. Janays
Judge of the.Superior Court
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SCOPESCOPESCOPESCOPE    
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 

 

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY 
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY 

 

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386 

www.scope.org 

 

3-6-20 

 

Board of Supervisors 

500 W. Temple St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Re: - Board of Supervisors Agenda TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 2020 VI. PUBLIC 

HEARINGS 39 - 40 39. Hearing to Vacate a Portion of Valley Canyon 
Road, Set Aside a Portion of Soledad Canyon Road and Accept the 
Offer of Dedication on a Portion of Yellowstone Lane in the 
Unincorporated Community of Agua Dulce 
 
Honorable Supervisors: 

 

While this agenda item only refers to a tract number and states that the changes will 

comply with a 2003 EIR, it is important that you know that the most recent mitigation 

measures approved for this project, “Spring Canyon” were unanimously approved on 

March 26
th

, 2019 ( and final approval on June 25th 2019). At the time, the changes were 

lauded by Supervisor Barger and Supervisor Hahn’s office for enhancing the sustainability 

of the project (see news article attached). 

 

Some of those changes included an enhanced wildlife corridor in the area of this agenda 

item’s proposed changes to Valley Canyon Rd which is the ONLY underpass under the 

Highway 14 that animals can currently use to reach the river. 

 

There is no indication that this proposal complies with the most recent 

conditions and mitigation measures approved last year, since in fact that 

approval is nowhere mentioned in the staff report. There is no indication 

that Parks and Recreation was contacted concerning this matter or that 

the County biologist reviewed the changes to ensure the wildlife corridor 

would remain viable. 

 

Further, as you may recall, your approval last year allowed the developer to delay the 

building of the elementary school for the project until after about the 200 hundredth unit 

was built.  You should know that according to our information, the school district has 

rejected the proposed site for the school, so the change you allowed last June may leave 

these first homes without ever having a local school. This scenario is similar to what 

occurred two decades ago with the Davidon project in Saugus where the developer never 



built the other half of the project that would have required the school. We ask that you 

look into this matter before approving additional changes for this project. 

 

Last, since the school district refused the site, they also refused to form a Mello-Roos 

facilities district for the developer. The developer then went to the Santa Clarita Valley 

Water Agency to request they form a Mello-Roos district. While the Board did vote at its 

last meeting to approve a policy allowing such facility districts, no district for this project 

was approved. You should know that the vote was contentious, divided and close. 

 

In closing, please be aware that the Tick Fire (October 2019) burned through this area 

last year, pushed by 40 mile per hour winds, and requiring 40,000 residents to evacuate. 

Had the houses in this tract been built then, we might have seen far more residential 

loses than the 22 houses and 27 structures damaged in this fire.  

 

We ask that you take these issues into consideration, especially the viability of the 

wildlife corridor and the fire danger as you evaluate this agenda item. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
President 

 

Attachment 

1. News article lauding changes to the Spring Canyon Project “Housing project approved 

as ‘super sustainable’ community” SCV Signal March 27
th

, 2019 

2. June 25
th

 final approval of changes with new conditions and additional mitigation 

measures. 



Housing project approved as ‘super 

sustainable’ community 

• Jim Holt March 27, 2019 6:00 am  

 
FILE PHOTO. gray water set up at the side of a house.  

A 15-year-old plan to build close to 500 homes between Shadow Pines and Agua Dulce was 

approved unanimously by county supervisors Tuesday provided the developer includes 14 green 

conditions that promise to transform the plan into a state-of-the-art project in terms of 

sustainability. 

The revamped Spring Canyon housing project, which calls for 495 homes now, includes solar 

panels for those homes, charging stations for electric vehicles, gray water recycling for lawns 

and solar heating for a community pool if such a pool is ever built. 

“No project is static,” county Supervisor Kathryn Barger said before reading a long list of 

environment-friendly conditions.  

 “But (in the past 15 years), a lot has changed,” she said at the Los Angeles County Board of 

Supervisors meeting Tuesday, reflecting back to when the housing project was first approved in 

2004. 

Barger thanked Spring Canyon applicant Patrick Parker of Raintree Investment for having 

worked with SCV environmentalists and having arrived at “increased environmental 

protections.” 

She also thanked Lynne Plambeck, president of Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the 

Environment, or SCOPE, which filed a formal appeal of the decision made by regional planners 

to approve the Spring Canyon project. 

“It’s admirable that both sides worked through the issues,” Barger said. “Thank you, Lynne 

Plambeck, for making this project better.” 



‘Fabulously amended’ 

Barger then listed the climate-change amendments, prompting Supervisor Janice Hahn to call it 

“fabulously amended.” 

Conditions include:  

Each home is to be built with a solar panel system that would generate the equivalent of 3 

kilowatt-hours of electricity. 

Creating 25 public-use charging stations for electric vehicles.  

The garage of each home is to have a built-in, 220-volt outlet for future electric vehicle chargers. 

If a community pool is ever built in Spring Canyon, it is to be heated by solar panels. 

Each home is to have a tankless on-demand water heater. 

Each home is to comply with current ordinances and state laws, including low impact and water 

conservation laws. 

Pervious pavement, which allows rainwater to recharge the groundwater, is to be used in the 

parking lots of the park. Impervious pavement is to be eliminated where possible. 

Each home is to come with plumbing that would accommodate an optional gray water system to 

recycle washing machine or kitchen sink water waste for use in backyard landscaping. Gray 

water is wastewater generated by washing people and their clothes. It comes from washing 

machines, sinks, shower stalls and baths. It does not come from toilets. Toilet wastewater is 

dubbed “black water,” and must be disposed of in sewer systems or septic tanks. 

Each home is to come with a rainwater collection system to reduce landscape water use. 

The landscaping of parks, common space areas and the front yards of each home is to comply 

with ordinances and state laws that call for drip irrigation of drought-tolerant landscaping. 

At the request of the county biologist, the applicant for Spring Canyon is to plant locally native 

vegetation in the open space and on slopes as long as it is 50 feet from structures. 

All new home sales offices for the Spring Canyon project are to be stocked with brochures 

highlighting the benefits of the green initiatives featured in Spring Canyon and with brochures 

from National Wildlife that inform homebuyers about the Backyard Habitat program. The 

Backyard Habitat program preserves pockets of land in its natural state, allowing native 

vegetation to thrive and wildlife to move about freely. 

At the request of the county biologist and SCOPE, the applicant agrees to plant eight holly leaf 

cherry trees for every one removed. The new holly leaf cherries are to be planted in the open 

space of the project. 



Also at the request of the county biologist, the applicant is to come up with a map of all existing 

holly leaf cherry trees on the property and indicate which ones will be impacted by the housing 

project. A map is also to be prepared showing where and how many impacts are to be made and 

the location of new plants in open space. 

Plambeck thanked Parker and Chris Perry, the planning deputy for Los Angeles County’s 5th 

District, because “they worked very well with us,” she said. 

SCOPE 
“It took us all the way to appealing to the Board of Supervisors, but we are pleased to say that 

although there was no climate chapter in this because the (environmental impact report) was so 

old, there are accommodations now that match other (sustainable) projects in areas like 

Northlake and Newhall Ranch.” 

Likewise, Parker thanked Barger’s staff, and his SCOPE critics, saying: “We’ve worked with 

SCOPE to talk about Spring Canyon. 

“This is an amendment to a project that was previously approved and we’re excited to move 

forward. There are many public benefits and we also think the project is better now,” he said. 

The planned Spring Canyon housing development is north of Highway 14 and Soledad Canyon 

Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce Canyon Road.  

It calls for one Los Angeles County Fire Department station and one Los Angeles County 

Sheriff’s Department substation to be built, two parking lots and three open space lots, all on 

nearly 550 acres.  

 

Jim Holt 

 



From: Patrick Parker
To: SCOPE; Shari; Barger, Kathryn; PublicHearing
Subject: Re: Suggestion for Spring Canyon Easement continued item #39 (March 10)
Date: Thursday, March 12, 2020 9:40:44 AM

Lynn,

Thank you for the note.  It was nice to see you at the hearing.  I’m sure everyone on this e-
mail will agree, that meeting was important for the County.  Many thanks to the Supervisor
and Staff for a job well done at the meeting.

Relative to your suggestion, I appreciate the comments.  Naturally, I’ll defer to the County for
advice, but I know we’ll all review and get back with you.

To everyone, I appreciate your efforts on this, and I hope you all stay healthy.

Best regards,

Patrick Parker
Raintree Investment Corp.

Patrick Parker
Raintree Investment Corp.
2753 Camino Capistrano A201
San Clemente, California 92672

From: SCOPE <exec-scope@earthlink.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2020 9:24:25 AM
To: Patrick Parker <pparker@raintree.us.com>; Shari <SAFSHARI@dpw.lacounty.gov>; Sup Kathryn
<kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov>; Public Hearing <publichearing@bos.lacounty.gov>
Subject: Suggestion for Spring Canyon Easement continued item #39 (March 10)
 
HI Patrick - Since the easement approval was delayed on March 10th for two weeks, why not suggest to
DPW that they resolve the issue by specially showing the location of the wildlife corridor and culvert
dimensions and requirements on the map and include the information about the additional mitigation
requirements approved with your fourth amendment and finalized on June 25th, 2019?

There are multiple agencies that will be looking at those maps. Without the specific location and
requirements on the map, mistakes could be (and have ben in the past on other projects) made. Having
the culvert on the map that everyone in every agency is using will ensure that doesn't happen.

Lynne Plambeck
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (SCOPE)
661 255-6899



From: ExecutiveOffice
To: Garibay, Francisco; Zometa, Katrina; Hernandez, Friendy
Cc: Submit; ExecutiveOffice
Subject: FW: Agenda Item 73 Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement
Date: Friday, March 27, 2020 7:58:40 AM
Attachments: image001.png

SPRING CANYON (TRACT 48086) - JURISDICATIONAL STATEMENT (03 25 20).docx

 
The following correspondence is being forwarded to you for your review and handling.  See below
and attached.
 
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, Executive Office
Customer Service Center/ Records
500 West Temple Street, Suite 383
Los Angeles, California 90012
 

From: SCOPE <exec-scope@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2020 4:14 PM
To: Patrick Parker <pparker@raintree.us.com>
Cc: Saraiya, Anish <ASaraiya@bos.lacounty.gov>; ExecutiveOffice
<ExecutiveOffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; PublicHearing <PublicHearing@bos.lacounty.gov>
Subject: Agenda Item 73 Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement
 
Thanks Patrick - I did see it on the agenda and have already contacted an attorney about the legality of
holding a public hearing where the public is not allowed to testify. The Governor did not waive this part of
the Brown Act, only the part that covers off site meetings. Other agencies throughout the state have set
up teleconferencing capabilities that allow public participation and public comments. The County can and
must do that too.
 
Perhaps it is posted now, but I didn't see this in the Board letter or on the map and don't know what
legality this would hold when it is not in any of the vacation documents. Can you ask them to post it prior
to the hearing? If they did it today, it would still meet the 72 hour posting requirement.  I do not feel
confident about this when there is no way to say anything at the hearing. Why can't they put the wildlife
corridor on the map?
 
Sorry to be such a pain the @#$, but we have seen too many conditions that were promised then not
enforced "by mistake". I sincerely appreciate your efforts to rectify the problem, but don't know why this
wasn't included in the Board letter and why the wildlife corridor isn't on the map. Wildlife corridors are a
focused goal for SCOPE this year voted by our membership in January. So this is really important.
 
Lynne Plambeck
Prresident
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment
 



TRACT NO. 48086 – SPRING CANYON







[bookmark: _GoBack]The purpose of these actions, among other things, is to seek Board approval to vacate a portion of Valley Canyon Road, west of Stonecrest Road, which is no longer needed for public use, located in the unincorporated community of Agua Dulce.  The vacation will result in the property being unencumbered of the road easement and available to be used by the underlying property owner, subject to the easements that will be reserved by the County in order to comply with conditions of approval imposed by the County of Los Angeles including the conditions imposed by the Board of Supervisors at the June 25, 2019 Public Hearing.



Easement and rights of way for utility purposes will be reserved within the involved area in favor of the Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency for the construction, maintenance, operation, and use of waterlines and appurtenant structures; the Los Angeles County Flood Control District for storm drain and appurtenant structures; and the County of Los Angeles for purposes of riding and hiking trails, wildlife corridor,and a sewer lift station.  I have concluded that the public convenience and necessity require the reservation of these easements.







-----Original Message-----
>From: Patrick Parker 
>Sent: Mar 26, 2020 12:08 PM
>To: Scope 
>Subject: Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement
>
>
>
>Lynn,
>
>The County is trying to get things in motion. I was just told by Public Works there is a virtual County
Board Meeting on March 31. The vacation item for the road next to Spring Canyon will be heard.
>
>With your e-mail to the County, we got Public Works to agree to new language including the clarification
of the use is for a "wildlife corridor” and the Spring Canyon development is subject to “conditions imposed
by the Board of Supervisors at the June 25, 2019 Public Hearing. Please see the attached document that
will be read into the public record immediately at the opening of the item.
>
>I am available to discuss.
>
>Thanks,
>
>Pat
>
>



TRACT NO. 48086 – SPRING CANYON 
 
 
 
The purpose of these actions, among other things, is to seek Board approval to vacate 
a portion of Valley Canyon Road, west of Stonecrest Road, which is no longer needed 
for public use, located in the unincorporated community of Agua Dulce.  The vacation 
will result in the property being unencumbered of the road easement and available to be 
used by the underlying property owner, subject to the easements that will be reserved 
by the County in order to comply with conditions of approval imposed by the County of 
Los Angeles including the conditions imposed by the Board of Supervisors at the 
June 25, 2019 Public Hearing. 
 
Easement and rights of way for utility purposes will be reserved within the involved area 
in favor of the Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency for the construction, maintenance, 
operation, and use of waterlines and appurtenant structures; the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District for storm drain and appurtenant structures; and the County of 
Los Angeles for purposes of riding and hiking trails, wildlife corridor,and a sewer lift 
station.  I have concluded that the public convenience and necessity require the 
reservation of these easements. 
 
 



From: SCOPE
To: Saraiya, Anish; ExecutiveOffice; PublicHearing
Cc: Barger, Kathryn; First District; Supervisor Janice Hahn (Fourth District); SecondDistrict; Sheila
Subject: Comment on Agenda Item 73 March 31 Agenda
Date: Friday, March 27, 2020 1:05:39 PM
Attachments: SCOPESpringCanyonEaseVacation3-31-20.pdf

Housing project approved 3-27-19.pdf
tr_48086_rppl2018004065-bos-approval.pdf
Spring Cnayon Easement Vacation 3-10-20.pdf

Please see attached our comment letter for the Agenda Item 73 on the march 31st public hearing. We
also attached the previous comment letter that we submitted on this item at the March 10th meeting for
your reference and the June 25th 2019 approval.

Thank you for your attention to our concerns.

Sincerely,
Lynne Plambeck
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (SCOPE)
661 255-6899
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Board of Supervisors 


500 W. Temple St. 


Los Angeles, CA 90012 


 


Re: - Board of Supervisors Agenda TUESDAY, MARCH 31, 2020  


III. PUBLIC HEARINGS Item 73 


 Hearing to Vacate a Portion of Valley Canyon Road Set Aside a Portion 
of Soledad Canyon Road and Accept the Offer of Dedication on a portion 
of Yellowstone Lane in the Unincorporated Community of Agua Dulce 
 
Honorable Supervisors: 


 


After waiting over 8 hours on March 10th to speak on this item (#37 at that meeting), 


which was ultimately continued after 5PM, I and other SCOPE members are appalled that 


you will not now hear public testimony on this item at a noticed public hearing.  SCOPE 


members believe this is a violation of the Brown Act and will be filing a separate 


complaint letter on the matter. 


 


While we understand and appreciate the difficulties posed by the efforts to protect the 


public during the Corvid 19 pandemic, the Governor, in his March 12
th


 order
1
 to waive 


certain requirements under the Brown Act, did NOT waive the right of the public to make 


comments and be heard by public agencies. This must especially be true when the item is 


a public hearing.  We understand the need for telephonic meetings, but public comment 


and testimony must be still be made telephonically accessible during those meetings. All 


local agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley have worked to make that possible. The County 


must also, especially in the case of a public hearing. We therefore urge the County  to 


continue the public hearing items on this agenda, including item 73, to such a time when 


public comments and testimony can be accommodated. 


 


Even though the County and the Department of Public Works had three weeks to address 


the concerns in our original letter, submitted timely in advance of the March 10
th


 


meeting (attached) this agenda item and background material did not remedy any of our 


very reasonable concerns. We re-iterate our concern that the wildlife corridor must be 


designated on the maps and the resolutions to ensure that there are no errors in 


reserving this corridor that is required by the conditions of approval.  


                                                 
1
 https://cnpa.com/governor-suspends-meeting-safeguards-in-brown-and-bagley-keene-acts-in-response-to-


coronavirus-crisis/ 







 


While we appreciate the developer’s efforts to have a statement read into the record 


that addresses the wildlife corridor, such a statement is not sufficient to ensure that  


other agencies using the maps or future staff that are unacquainted with the approval 


would be aware of the requirements. In addition, it is not a part of the agenda item, and 


of course also, the County is not allowing public comment on anything that is added. This 


is a violation of the Brown Act as previously stated. 


 


This item continues to refer only to a tract number and states that the changes will 


comply with a 2003 EIR, it is important that you know that the most recent mitigation 


measures approved for this project, “Spring Canyon” were unanimously approved on 


March 26
th


, 2019 ( and final approval on June 25th 2019). At the time, the changes were 


lauded by Supervisor Barger and Supervisor Hahn’s office for enhancing the sustainability 


of the project (see news article attached). 


 


Some of those changes included an enhanced wildlife corridor in the area of this agenda 


item’s proposed changes to Valley Canyon Rd which is the ONLY underpass under the 


Highway 14 that animals can currently use to reach the river. 


 


There is no indication that this proposal complies with the most recent 


conditions and mitigation measures approved last year, since in fact that 


approval is nowhere mentioned in the staff report. There is no indication 


that Parks and Recreation was contacted concerning this matter or that 


the County biologist reviewed the changes to ensure the wildlife corridor 


would remain viable. 


 


Further, as you may recall, your approval last year allowed the developer to delay the 


building of the elementary school for the project until after about the 200 hundredth unit 


was built.  You should know that according to our information, the school district has 


rejected the proposed site for the school, so the change you allowed last June may leave 


these first homes without ever having a local school. This scenario is similar to what 


occurred two decades ago with the Davidon project in Saugus where the developer never 


built the other half of the project that would have required the school. We ask that you 


look into this matter before approving additional changes for this project. 


 


Last, since the school district refused the site, they also refused to form a Mello-Roos 


facilities district for the developer. The developer then went to the Santa Clarita Valley 


Water Agency to request they form a Mello-Roos district. While the Board did vote at its 


last meeting to approve a policy allowing such facility districts, no district for this project 


was approved. You should know that the vote was contentious, divided and close. 


 


In closing, please be aware that the Tick Fire (October 2019) burned through this area 


last year, pushed by 40 mile per hour winds, and requiring 40,000 residents to evacuate. 


Had the houses in this tract been built then, we might have seen far more residential 


loses than the 22 houses and 27 structures damaged in this fire.  


 







We ask that you take these issues into consideration, especially the viability of the 


wildlife corridor and the fire danger as you evaluate this agenda item. We further ask 


that you continue this item to a time when the public can exercise our right to make 


comments to the Board. 


 


Thank you for your time. 


 


Sincerely,  


 


 
President 


 


Attachment 


1. News article lauding changes to the Spring Canyon Project “Housing project approved 


as ‘super sustainable’ community” SCV Signal March 27
th


, 2019 


2. June 25
th


 final approval of changes with new conditions and additional mitigation 


measures. 








Housing project approved as ‘super 


sustainable’ community 


• Jim Holt March 27, 2019 6:00 am  


 
FILE PHOTO. gray water set up at the side of a house.  


A 15-year-old plan to build close to 500 homes between Shadow Pines and Agua Dulce was 


approved unanimously by county supervisors Tuesday provided the developer includes 14 green 


conditions that promise to transform the plan into a state-of-the-art project in terms of 


sustainability. 


The revamped Spring Canyon housing project, which calls for 495 homes now, includes solar 


panels for those homes, charging stations for electric vehicles, gray water recycling for lawns 


and solar heating for a community pool if such a pool is ever built. 


“No project is static,” county Supervisor Kathryn Barger said before reading a long list of 


environment-friendly conditions.  


 “But (in the past 15 years), a lot has changed,” she said at the Los Angeles County Board of 


Supervisors meeting Tuesday, reflecting back to when the housing project was first approved in 


2004. 


Barger thanked Spring Canyon applicant Patrick Parker of Raintree Investment for having 


worked with SCV environmentalists and having arrived at “increased environmental 


protections.” 


She also thanked Lynne Plambeck, president of Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the 


Environment, or SCOPE, which filed a formal appeal of the decision made by regional planners 


to approve the Spring Canyon project. 


“It’s admirable that both sides worked through the issues,” Barger said. “Thank you, Lynne 


Plambeck, for making this project better.” 







‘Fabulously amended’ 


Barger then listed the climate-change amendments, prompting Supervisor Janice Hahn to call it 


“fabulously amended.” 


Conditions include:  


Each home is to be built with a solar panel system that would generate the equivalent of 3 


kilowatt-hours of electricity. 


Creating 25 public-use charging stations for electric vehicles.  


The garage of each home is to have a built-in, 220-volt outlet for future electric vehicle chargers. 


If a community pool is ever built in Spring Canyon, it is to be heated by solar panels. 


Each home is to have a tankless on-demand water heater. 


Each home is to comply with current ordinances and state laws, including low impact and water 


conservation laws. 


Pervious pavement, which allows rainwater to recharge the groundwater, is to be used in the 


parking lots of the park. Impervious pavement is to be eliminated where possible. 


Each home is to come with plumbing that would accommodate an optional gray water system to 


recycle washing machine or kitchen sink water waste for use in backyard landscaping. Gray 


water is wastewater generated by washing people and their clothes. It comes from washing 


machines, sinks, shower stalls and baths. It does not come from toilets. Toilet wastewater is 


dubbed “black water,” and must be disposed of in sewer systems or septic tanks. 


Each home is to come with a rainwater collection system to reduce landscape water use. 


The landscaping of parks, common space areas and the front yards of each home is to comply 


with ordinances and state laws that call for drip irrigation of drought-tolerant landscaping. 


At the request of the county biologist, the applicant for Spring Canyon is to plant locally native 


vegetation in the open space and on slopes as long as it is 50 feet from structures. 


All new home sales offices for the Spring Canyon project are to be stocked with brochures 


highlighting the benefits of the green initiatives featured in Spring Canyon and with brochures 


from National Wildlife that inform homebuyers about the Backyard Habitat program. The 


Backyard Habitat program preserves pockets of land in its natural state, allowing native 


vegetation to thrive and wildlife to move about freely. 


At the request of the county biologist and SCOPE, the applicant agrees to plant eight holly leaf 


cherry trees for every one removed. The new holly leaf cherries are to be planted in the open 


space of the project. 







Also at the request of the county biologist, the applicant is to come up with a map of all existing 


holly leaf cherry trees on the property and indicate which ones will be impacted by the housing 


project. A map is also to be prepared showing where and how many impacts are to be made and 


the location of new plants in open space. 


Plambeck thanked Parker and Chris Perry, the planning deputy for Los Angeles County’s 5th 


District, because “they worked very well with us,” she said. 


SCOPE 
“It took us all the way to appealing to the Board of Supervisors, but we are pleased to say that 


although there was no climate chapter in this because the (environmental impact report) was so 


old, there are accommodations now that match other (sustainable) projects in areas like 


Northlake and Newhall Ranch.” 


Likewise, Parker thanked Barger’s staff, and his SCOPE critics, saying: “We’ve worked with 


SCOPE to talk about Spring Canyon. 


“This is an amendment to a project that was previously approved and we’re excited to move 


forward. There are many public benefits and we also think the project is better now,” he said. 


The planned Spring Canyon housing development is north of Highway 14 and Soledad Canyon 


Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce Canyon Road.  


It calls for one Los Angeles County Fire Department station and one Los Angeles County 


Sheriff’s Department substation to be built, two parking lots and three open space lots, all on 


nearly 550 acres.  


 


Jim Holt 
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The Honorable Board of Supervisors
TDD


County of Los Angeles ~zi3>b33-0~o,
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration Agenda No. 5
500 West Temple Street 03/26/19
Los Angeles, California 90012


Re: PROJECT NO.96-044-(5)
FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT
MAP NO.48086-(5)
FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTlTHREE-VOTE MATTER


Dear Supervisors:


Your Board previously held aduly-noticed public hearing on the above-referenced Project related to the Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative TractMap No. 48086-(5) ("Amendment'). The Amendment adjusts the sequencing.of compliance with conditions of approval and mitigation measures related tograding, road, infrastructure, parks and trails improvements, and landscapinginstallation. The Amendment also clarifies which parties are responsible forimplementation and approval of mitigation measures and adds conditions toaddress climate change considerations. The Project is located adjacent to theAntelope Valley Freeway near Soledad Canyon Road in the Soledad ZonedDistrict. Raintree Investment Corporation applied for the Amendment. Projectapproval also includes approval of the environmental review document. At thecompletion of the hearing, you indicated an intent to deny the appeal andapprove the amended Project. Enclosed are findings and conditions for yourconsideration.


Very truly yours,


Ansel


c: Sachi A. Hamai, Chief Executive Officer
Celia Zavala, Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
Amy J. Bodek, Director, Department of Regional Planning


HOA.102507422.1
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FINDINGS OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AND ORDER


PROJECT NO.96-044-(5)
FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.48086-(5)


The Los Angeles County ("County') Board of Supervisors ("Board") held a duly-
noticed public hearing on March 26, 2019, in the matter of Project No. 96-044-
(5), consisting of a fourth amendment ("Amendmenf') to Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 48086-(5) ("Vesting Map") and Addendum to the Environmental Impact
Report ("Addendum") associated with Environmental Assessment No. RPPL
2018004166 (collectively, the "Project Amendment'). The County Regional
Planning Commission ("Commission") previously approved the Project
Amendment at aduly-noticed public hearing on January 9, 2019. The Project
Amendment approval was appealed to the Board on January 21, 2019 by Lynne
Plambeck representing the Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the
Environment ("Appellant").


2. The subdivider, Raintree Investment Corporation ("Subdivider"), requests the
Amendment to the Vesting Map, pursuant to Section 21.38.010 of the
Los Angeles County Code ("County Code"), to adjust the sequencing of
compliance with conditions of approval and mitigation measures related to
grading, road, infrastructure, parks and trails improvements, as well as
landscaping installation. The Amendment also clarifies which parties are
responsible for implementation and approval of mitigation measures and adds
conditions to address climate change considerations.


3. On August 3, 2004, at aduly-noticed public hearing, the Board approved the
Vesting Map, Plan Amendment No. 96-044, Zone Change Number 96-044,
Conditional Use Permit ("CUP") No. 96-044, Oak Tree Permit Number 96-044,
and certified the final Environmental Impact Report ("EIR")and adopted Findings
of Statement of Overriding Consideration and incorporated the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program into the conditions of approval (collectively,
the "Project'). These approved entitlements authorized creation of a clustered
hillside residential development of 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station
site, a Sheriff substation site, 3 private park lots and 3 open space lots dedicated
to the public, 12 debris basin lots, and a public school lot on a total of 548.1
acres. Previous amendments to the Project authorized changes including
relocation of the school site, adjustment of lot lines and lot configurations,
redesign of a park site, street pattern revisions, relocation of a water reservoir,
drainage facilities and desilting basin changes, wildlife corridor changes, street
section changes for added retaining walls, addition of a sewer lift station, stream
course protection changes, grading changes, and clarified language to conditions
of approval and mitigation measures.


4. The Project site is located north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad
Canyon Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce Canyon, in
the Soledad Zoned District ("Project Site"). The irregularly-shaped property is
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vacant and undeveloped, in a mostly natural condition, with level to hilly and
steeply- sloping topography.


5. The Project Site is located within the Urban Residential ("H2") Iand use category
of the 2012 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan ("Community Plan"). Residential
development is permitted within the H2 land use category. The Project Site is
located within Zone R-1-6,000 (Single-family Residential, 6,000 Square Feet
Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-7,000 (Single-family Residential, 7,000
Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-8,000 (Single-family
Residential, 8,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-10,000
(Single-family Residential, 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone
R-1-15,000 (Single-family Residential, 15,000 Square Feet Minimum Required
Area), Zone R-1-20,000 (Single-family Residential, 20,000 Square Feet Minimum
Required Area), and Zone A-2 (Heavy Agricultural).


6. Surrounding zoning within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site includes:


North: Zone A-2-1 (Heavy Agricultural, One Acre Minimum Required
Area);


South: Zone A-2-1;
East: Zone A-2-1; and
West: Zones A-1-1 (Light Agricultural, One Acre Minimum Required Area),


R-1-11,000 (Single-Family Residential, 11,000 Square Feet Minimum
Required Area), and the City of Santa Clarita.


7. Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site include:


North: Single-family residences and undeveloped land;
South: Antelope Valley Freeway;
East: Mineral processing; and
West: Single-family residences.


8. Prior to the Department of Regional Planning ("Regional Planning") Hearing
Officer's ("Hearing Officer") duly-noticed public hearing on the Amendment, an
Addendum to the EIR associated with Environmental Assessment No. RPPL
2018004166 for the Amendment was prepared in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the State
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.) ("State CEQA
Guidelines"), and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County.


9. On September 18, 2018, at aduly-noticed public hearing, the Hearing Officer
considered the Amendment and associated Addendum. The Hearing Officer
moved to continue the matter to October 16, 2018, requesting additional time to
review the County Subdivision Committee reports and recommendations for
conditions of approval. The County Subdivision Committee, which consists of
representatives of the County Departments of Regional Planning, Public Works,
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Fire, Parks and Recreation, and Public Health, reviewed the Project and cleared
it for public hearing.


10. On October 16, 2018, at the continued public hearing, Regional Planning staff
("Staff") recommended approval of the Project Amendment, subject to the
conditions of approval and clarified mitigation measures.


Subdivider addressed the Hearing Officer with information to show why the
Amendment was needed to adjust the timing of implementation of the conditions
of approval and mitigation measures.


A member of the public expressed concerns that the Addendum comment period
did not afford the public a reasonable amount of time to consider the proposed
Amendment.


The Hearing Officer questioned whether or not the proposed Project Amendment
changes would permit the County to receive the same mitigation for impacts that
was intended with the original Project approval and continued the public hearing
to November 6, 2018, to allow Subdivider and Staff adequate time to respond.


11. On November 6, 2018, at the continued public hearing, Staff s report addressed
the Hearing Officer's concerns by indicating that the proposed conditions of
approval and clarified mitigation measures were consistent with the original
Project.


The Hearing Officer approved the Addendum, certifying that it had been
completed in compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the
Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County,
and approved the Amendment, subject to the recommendations and conditions
of approval submitted by the County Subdivision Committee.


12. Appellant timely filed an appeal with the Commission asserting that the proper
level of environmental review had not been conducted.


13. On January 9, 2019, at the duly-noticed public hearing, the Commission heard
presentations from Staff, Subdivider, and Appellant.


Appellant was represented by two speakers that voiced their concerns over
greenhouse gas emissions, water availability for the Project, and the limited
response by the County to the previously-approved Projects environmental
impacts. Appellant felt there should have been a longer public comment period
for the Addendum that was less proximate to the public hearing date. Appellant
also argued that the entitlement sought, a Map Amendment, was not appropriate.
Appellant argued this should have been processed as a Revised Map, which
would have allowed for a broader scope of review from the Commission.
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Subdivider informed the Commission of the Project status and the anticipated
next steps of final map recordation. Subdivider also answered questions from
the Commission.


Staff clarified that the Project Amendment was appropriate as this approval
sought only to implement minor changes in implementation of the Vesting Map.
The Commissioners inquired as to low and moderate housing requirements, and
County Counsel informed the Commission that such considerations were outside
the limited purview of the Project Amendment before them.


After closing the item's public hearing, the Commission discussed the merit of a
continuance to review additional materials received the morning of the public
hearing. The Commission decided there was no reason to continue the item and
the Commission denied the appeal, thus upholding the Project Amendment
approval.


14. On January 21, 2019, pursuant to County Code Section 22.240.010, Appellant
filed an appeal with the Board.


15. On March 26, 2019, at aduly-noticed public hearing, the Board considered the
appeal. The Board heard testimony from Subdivider, Appellant, and several
members of the public. The public comments were aligned in commending the
fact that after the Commission hearing, Subdivider worked with Appellant and
agreed to incorporate project design features to address Appellants concerns
about greenhouse gas emissions. The Board then indicated its intent to approve
the Addendum and Amendment, subject to the conditions of approval, which
would include the project design features.


16. The Board finds that the Subdivision Map Act defers to local jurisdictions
regarding procedures for amendments to tentatively approved maps, prior to the
recordation of a final map.


17. The Board finds that Regional Planning has developed procedures for the
processing of amendment map requests and that amendment requests may
authorize minor modifications to tentatively approved maps.


18. The Board finds that Subdivider's Amendment, as conditioned, reduces the
Project's potential environmental impacts.


19. The Board finds that Staff's review is limited to the Addendum and Amendment.


20. The Board finds that the requested adjustments and sequencing changes are- in
keeping with the intent of the original tentative approval and are necessary for
Project implementation.


21. The Board finds that the Project is consistent with the applicable regulations of
the County Code.
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22. The Board finds that the Project Amendment is consistent with the Community
Plan, because the Amendment does not alter Project elements which are
consistent with the applicable land use designations and the Community Plan's
policies.


23. The Board finds that it is appropriate to require the filing of a modification or
elimination of conditions, pursuant to County Code Section 22.236, to ensure that
the related CUP No. 96-044 is consistent with the conditions of approval for the
Amendment. The modification will capture changes with respect to earth
material export and will ensure the timing of the conditions of approval of both the
CUP and Amendment are consistent and will be required prior to issuance of
grading and/or building permits.


24. The Board finds that the adjustment to the timing of the required Sulphur Springs
School District consultation with the County's Tragic and Lighting Division of the
Department of Public Works ("Public Works") is necessary, prior to issuance of
building permits for the development of the school site.


25. The Board finds that the naming of Stonecrest Road is consistent with the current
proposal for street naming, and the previously-approved Project and the
associated third amendment, approved on October 2, 2012.


26. The Board finds that Ordinance Number 82-0050, Section 21.32.200 of the
County Code, applies to the Project, thus Subdivider will contribute its fair share
for regional infrastructure improvements at SR-14 northbound ramps/Soledad
Canyon Road and SR-14 southbound ramps north of Sand Canyon
Road/Soledad Canyon Road.


27. The Board finds that it is reasonable to augment the Soledad Canyon Road
Speed Advisory Study by requiring findings and recommendations to be
reviewed and approved, prior to final map recordation, given that results could
impact depictions to be recorded.


28. The Boarcl finds that detailed striping and signal plans for Soledad Canyon Road
improvements shall be filed prior to building permit issuance, so as to be
prepared for construction, development, and improvement of the area.


29. The Board finds that requiring installation of Soledad Canyon Road
improvements prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy is necessary.


30. The Board finds that because the final maps and all proposed lots are anticipated
to record simultaneously, it is appropriate to require completion of the proposed
active park prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 213th residential
dwelling unit.


31. The Board finds that because the final maps and all proposed lots are anticipated
to record simultaneously, it is appropriate to require completion of the proposed
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passive park prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 380th residential
dwelling unit.


32. The Board finds that because recordation of final maps grants no authorization to
construct single-family residence dwelling units, and because park development
is expected when fewer than 213 dwelling units are constructed, it is appropriate
to require a park development agreement with the County Department of Parks
and Recreation, prior to issuance of the first building permit for a dwelling unit.


33. The Board finds that because the active and passive parks are anticipated to be
constructed by Subdivider and are expected to meet the acreage obligation for
the development, a park obligation in-lieu fee credit for actual park improvement
costs is authorized.


34. The Board finds that Subdivider's grant of a fire station lot to the County in fee
title will allow the County to address fire activity and hazard concerns protecting
lives, properties, and property values.


35. The Board finds that with the provision of a fire station lot within the Project Site
boundaries, and after the proposed improvement of said lot occurs, a maximum
of 300 single-family residence dwelling unit building permits may be issued
before a second means of access to the Project Site is physically constructed to
the satisfaction of Regional Planning, Public Works, and the Fire Department.


36. The Board finds that use of an arched culvert at the southwest corner of the
Project Site, as proposed in the Amendment, is more likely to be utilized by
wildlife than the 60-inch pipe previously approved.


37. The Board finds that review and approval of landscaping plans for the planting of
manufactured slopes is appropriate prior to issuance of any grading permits.


38. The Board finds that planting of manufactured slopes is appropriate prior to
issuance of the Projects first residential certificate of occupancy.


39. The Board finds that it is appropriate to have Subdivider analyze the need for a
transit bus stop on Valley Canyon Road to the satisfaction of Public Works and
the local transit provider prior to issuance of the building permits for lot no. 514
(school site).


40. The Board finds this tract map was originally approved as a vesting tentative
map. As such, it is subject to the provisions of Section 21.38.010 of the County
Code. The Amendment changes neither the vesting status nor the map
expiration date.


41. The Board finds that approval of the Amendment does not change any map
expiration dates. The expiration date of the Vesting Map is August 3, 2019.


42. The Board finds that it is appropriate to designate open space on the final map.
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43. The Board finds that a conservation easement over the open space areas, in
addition to the required deed restriction, is necessary to protect natural
conservation lands, and to restrict construction on the lot.


44. The Board finds that it is appropriate to require an experienced agency familiar
with supervision and management of open space to be appointed prior to
issuance of occupancy for the Project. The agency shall maintain the natural,
undisturbed open space consistent with the biodiversity and wildlife connectivity
that presently exist.


45. The Board finds that the Project Site is approximately 96 percent covered by the
mapped San Gabriel-Castaic Linkage wildlife corridor and that crucial crossings
impacted by the Project are proposed to be improved with infrastructure and
indigenous, native landscaping.


46. The Board finds that requiring indigenous, native landscaping is consistent with
the existing conditions of approval and mitigation measures and supports easy
care and maintenance, and facilitates safe wildlife passage.


47. The Board finds that walls and fences beyond the proposed graded pads
constrain wildlife movement and that proposed walls and fences that restrict
movement, or are greater than three feet in height, should be limited to the
developed areas and graded pads of the Project Site.


48. The Board finds that a low wall of a maximum 42 inches in height, which is within
a developed area, separating Fuel Modification Zones B and C, will preserve
natural undisturbed areas and help prevent snakes and small wildlife from
entering developed areas of the Project Site.


49. The Board finds that transplantation of holly-leaf cherry trees and/or seedling
propagation and planting supports the native ecology of the area, is important to
the biodiversity of the area, and aids in mitigating development impact.


50. The Board finds that a conservation easement is required over areas outside of
the approved building pads of lot nos. 11-15, 33, 39-44, 55-56, 509, and 513 with
a note placed on the final map to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.


51. The Board finds that changes in grading, if needed, will allow the County to
require that Subdivider avoid using "V" ditches, which will, in turn, allow
connectivity and wildlife crossing in open space areas and the wildlife corridor.


52. The Board finds that future detailed development plans of the proposed parcels
must comply with the County's Low Impact Development and Green Building
Ordinances, as applicable, prior to building permit issuance.
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53. The Board finds that the Commission used the current Mitigation Monitoring
Program to assess the proposed scope of changes and their impact on the
environment, and that proposed changes improved or reduced impacts
anticipated by the originally-approved Project.


54. The Board finds that soil testing and land banking shall be accomplished to the
satisfaction of the Director of Regional Planning to ensure the success of
mitigation trees planted.


55. The Board finds that the Final EIR was approved on August 3, 2004, which was
prepared in accordance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the
Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County.
The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR dated August 2000, the Technical
Appendices to the Draft EIR dated August 2000, the Supplemental EIR,
Responses to Comments and Appendices dated January 8, 2003, and the Final
EIR, including Responses to Comments dated July 8, 2003 (collectively, the
"Final EIR").


A mitigation monitoring program, dated July 8, 2003, consistent with the
conclusions and recommendations of the Final EIR, was prepared and its
requirements have been incorporated into the conditions of approval for the
Project.


56. An Addendum to the Final EIR has been considered, as the appropriate
environmental document for the Amendment, pursuant to CEQA, the State
CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County.


57. After consideration of the Addendum to the certified Final EIR, together with any
comments received during the public review process, the Board finds on the
basis of the whole record before the Board that there is no substantial evidence
that the proposed Amendment will have a significant effect on the environment.


58. The Board finds that the Addendum reflects the independent judgment and
analysis of the Board, and approves the Addendum.


59. Approval of the Amendment is subject to Subdivider's compliance with the
attached conditions of approval.


60. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Board's decision is based in this matter, is the
Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West Temple
Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents and
materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section, Department of
Regional Planning.
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BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CONCLUDES
THAT:


A. The proposed use at the Project Site with the attached conditions will be
consistent with the adopted General Plan and Community Plan; will not adversely
affect the health, peace, comfort, or welfare of persons residing or working in the
surrounding area; will not be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment, or
valuation of property of other persons located in the vicinity of the Project Site;
and will not jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise constitute a menace to the public
health, safety, or general welfare.


B. The Project Site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls,
fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping, and other development
features prescribed in the County Code, or as is otherwise required to integrate
said use with the uses in the surrounding area, and is adequately served by
highways or streets of sufficient width and improved, as necessary, to carry the
kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate, and by other public or
private service facilities as are required.


THEREFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS•


1. Denies the appeal


2. Approves the Addendum to the Final EIR and certifies that it has been completed
in compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental
Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County related thereto.


3. Approves the Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 48086-(5),
subject to the attached conditions of approval and recommendations of the
County Subdivision Committee.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PROJECT NO. 96-044-(5)


FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48086-(5)


This grant for a fourth amendment ("Amendment') to Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 48086 ("Vesting Map"), adjusts the timing of certain conditions of
approval and mitigation measures and clarifies requirements for grading, road
and infrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements, and
landscaping installation. The Vesting Map and related entitlements (collectively,
the "Project') authorized creation of a clustered hillside residential development
of 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station site, a Sheriff substation site, 3
private park lots and 3 open space lots dedicated to the public, 12 debris basin
lots, and a public school lot on a total of 548.1 acres (collectively, "Project Site").


2. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "Subdivider" shall include
the applicant, owner of the property, and any other person, corporation, or other
entity making use of this grant.


3. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until Subdivider, and the owner
of the subject property if other than Subdivider, has filed at the office of the
Los Angeles County ("County") Department of Regional Planning ("Regional
Planning") their affidavit stating they are aware of and agree to accept all of the
conditions of this grant. Nofinrithstanding the foregoing, this Condition No. 3 and
Condition Nos. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 shall be effective immediately upon the date
of final approval of this grant by the County.


4. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "date of final approval"
shall mean the date the County's action becomes effective, pursuant to County
Code Section 22.222.230.


5. Subdivider shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County, its agents,
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the
County, or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul
this permit approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of
Government Code section 66499.37, or any other applicable limitations period.
The County shall promptly notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding
and the County shall fully cooperate in the defense. If the County fails to
promptly notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the County
fails to cooperate fully in the defense, Subdivider shall not thereafter be
responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County.


6. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed
against the County, Subdivider shall within 10 days of the filing make an initial
deposit with Regional Planning in the amount of up to $5,000, from which actual
costs and expenses shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the
costs, or expenses involved in Regional Planning's cooperation in the defense,
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including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided
to Subdivider, or Subdivider's counsel.


A. If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach
80 percent of the amount on deposit, Subdivider shall deposit additional
funds sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000. There is
no limit to the number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior
to completion of the litigation.


B. At the sole discretion of Subdivider, the amount of an initial or any
supplemental deposft may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.
Additionally, the cost for collection and duplication of records and other
related documents shall be paid by Subdivider pursuant to County Code
Section 2.170.010.


7. If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted
hereunder shall lapse.


In the event that the Vesting Map should expire without the recordation of a final
map, this grant shall terminate upon expiration of the Vesting Map. Entitlement
to the use of property thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then in effect.


9. Approval of this amendment map does not change any map expiration dates.
The expiration date of the Vesting Map is August 3, 2019.


10. The Project Site shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity on the Project Sfte. Failure of
Subdivider to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions.


11. Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty
of a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Board may, after conducting
public meeting, revoke or modify this grant, if the Board finds that these
conditions have been violated, or that this grant has been exercised so as to be
detrimental to the public's health or safety, or so as to be a nuisance, or as
otherwise authorized, pursuant to County Code Section 22.242.030.


12. All development pursuant to this grant must be kept in full compliance with the
County Fire Code to the satisfaction of the County Fire Department ("Fire
Department').


13. All development pursuant to this grant shall conform with the requirements of the
County Department of Public Works ("Public Works") to the satisfaction of said
department.
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14. All development pursuant to this grant shall comply with the requirements of
Title 22 of the County Code and of the specific zoning of the Project Site, unless
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions.


15. Subdivider shall maintain the Project Site in a neat and orderly fashion.
Subdivider shall maintain free of litter all areas of the premises over which
Subdivider has control.


16. All structures, walls, and fences open to public view shall remain free of graffiti,
or other extraneous markings, drawings, or signage that was not approved by
Regional Planning. These shall include any of the above that do not directly
relate to the business being operated on the Project Site, or that do not provide
pertinent information about said Project Site. The only exceptions shall be
seasonal decorations, or signage provided under the auspices of a civic, or non-
profit organization.


17. In the event of gra~ti or other extraneous markings occurring, Subdivider shall
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of
notification of such occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering
such markings shall be of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color
of the adjoining surfaces.


18. The Project Site shall be developed and maintained in substantial compliance
with the Amendment to Vesting Map dated August 14, 2018.


19. In the event that subsequent revisions to the approved Amendment to Vesting
Map are submitted, Subdivider shall submit five copies of the proposed plans to
the Regional Planning Director ("Director")for review and approval. All revised
plans must be accompanied by the written authorization of the property owners)
and applicable fee for such revision.


20. All Vesting Map conditions not amended by this Amendment map and all
conditions of previously approved Conditional Use Permit ("CUP") No. 96-044
and Oak Tree Permit No.96-044 apply, except where modified herein, or as will
be required to be modified through the CUP modification process, County Code
Section 22.236, to ensure that the related CUP No. 96-044 is consistent with the
conditions of approval for this Amendment. The modification will capture
changes with respect to earth material export and will ensure the timing of the
conditions of approval of both the CUP and Amendment are consistent and will
be required prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits. Subdivider must
file for the CUP modification prior to final map recordation.


21. Prior to issuance of building permits for lot no. 514 (school site), Subdivider shall
coordinate with and notify the Sulphur Springs School District to prepare and
submit preliminary improvement plans to the Public Works Traffic and Lighting
Division.
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22. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works a copy of
a letter of intent to Caltrans, outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic
mitigations within Caltrans' jurisdiction.


23. Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall comply with County Code
Section 21.32.200, by contributing its fair share for regional infrastructure
improvements at SR-14 northbound ramps/Soledad Canyon Road and SR-14
southbound ramps north of Sand Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road to the
satisfaction of Public Works.


24. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works a copy of
a letter of intent to the City of Santa Clarita (the "City"), outlining the proposed
monitoring program for traffic mitigations within the City's jurisdiction.


25. Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall contribute its fair share to
the City to carry out improvements within the boundaries of the City's jurisdiction
to the satisfaction of Public Works.


26. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works findings
and recommendations from the Soledad Canyon Road Speed Advisory Study, to
the satisfaction of said department.


27. Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works
detailed striping and signal plans consistent with the findings and
recommendations from the Soledad Canyon Road Speed Advisory Study, to the
satisfaction of said department.


28. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any Project residential
dwelling unit, Subdivider shall construct and complete, or cause to be
constructed and completed, the approved detailed striping and signal plans
consistent with the findings and recommendations from the Soledad Canyon
Road Speed Advisory Study, to the satisfaction of Public Works.


29. Road widening improvements at the southern portion of the Project Site, adjacent
to SR-14, shall include landscaping with indigenous/native plants that can
connect and provide for wildlife passage between the Spring Canyon 10-foot-
high culvert and continue underneath Valley Canyon Road (proposed future
Yellowstone Lane) to the southern natural, undisturbed slopes. Landscaping
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any
grading permits.


30. Landscaping with indigenous/native plants shall provide for wildlife passage east
of the Stonecrest Road/Yellowstone Lane intersection. The intersection shall be
configured with indigenous/native landscaping to guide wildlife on the riding-
hiking-wildlife trail to the east and south across Soledad Canyon Road and out of
the intersection. Landscaping plans shall be reviewed and approved by the
Director prior to issuance of any grading permits.
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31. Indigenous/native vegetation shall be required on all slopes outside of fuel
modification zones, or 50 feet from structures. Revegetation of slopes in,
adjoining, and adjacent to the active park, shall be completed within five years of
the active park's complete and final construction to aid with the success and
viability of the plantings, depending on the type of habitat designed in the
landscape plan and schedule of revegetation, to the satisfaction of Regional
Planning. Landscaping plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director
prior to issuance of any grading permits.


32. Indigenous/native vegetation is required on all slopes outside of fuel modification
zones, or 50 feet from structures. Revegetation of slopes in, adjoining, and
adjacent to the passive parks, shall be completed within five years of any passive
park's complete and final construction to aid with the success and viability of the
plantings, depending on the type of habitat designed in the landscape plan and
schedule of revegetation, to the satisfaction of Regional Planning. Landscaping
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any
grading permits.


33. The bridge over Spring Canyon on Soledad Canyon Road (proposed future
improvement/widening) shall be retained or reconstructed to the satisfaction of
Regional Planning and Public Works. Bridge/street improvement plans, if
implemented by Subdivider or by a separate, agreed-upon party, shall be
reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any building permit.


34. Reduced speed is required at intersections in the wildlife corridor. Plans for the
installation of "wildlife crossing" flashing lights and signage along proposed "8"
StreetJgas line easement shall be reviewed and approved to the satisfaction of
the Director. Sign development/improvement plans, if implemented by
Subdivider or by a separate, agreed-upon party, shall be reviewed and approved
by the Director prior to issuance of any building permit.


35. Prior to issuance of any Project building permit(s), Subdivider shall establish a
Homeowner's Association ("HOA") for the Project.


36. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") of the HOA shall be
continuously maintained for the HOA. Prior to obtaining final map approval,
Subdivider shall submit a draft copy of the Projects CC&Rs, including
maintenance reserves, and any other covenants or maintenance agreements
entered into with respect to the Project, to Regional Planning for review and
approval.


37. A copy of these Project conditions of approval shall be attached and included as
conditions in the CC&Rs, and the CC&Rs shall prohibit any such condition from
being amended in any way, or eliminated, without prior approval from the
Director.
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38. Where mitigation measures have provisions for buyers to receive information in
escrow packages, the measures shall be recorded in the CC&Rs.


39. Prior to issuance of any building permits for the Project, Subdivider shall enter
into a park development agreement with the County Department of Parks and
Recreation.


40. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the 213th residential dwelling unit,
Subdivider shall complete, or cause complete construction of, the proposed
active park.


41. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the 380th residential dwelling unit,
Subdivider shall complete, or cause complete construction of, the proposed
passive park.


42. Subdivider shall pay the prevailing wage for the park improvements. Subdivider
shall be eligible for a park obligation in-lieu fee credit for actual park improvement
costs.


43. Subdivider shall grant a fire station lot in fee title to the County at a location and
size to be approved by the Fire Department.


44. Subdivider shall be authorized to develop a maximum of 300 residential dwelling
units before a second means of access is physically constructed to the
satisfaction of Regional Planning, Public Works, and the Fire Department.


45. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall place a note or notes on the final
map to designate open space areas to the satisfaction of the Director.


46. A conservation easement, to be held by an agency experienced in the
management of undisturbed land, and to be approved by the Director, shall be
placed on areas designated as open space and undisturbed areas of lot
nos. 11-15, 33, 39-44, 55-56, 509, and 513 on the tentative map. The
conservation easement shall be filed, reviewed, and approved by the Director
prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy for the project. Upon recordation,
the subject recorded conservation easements shall not be subordinate in title to
any liens, or monetary obligations. Subdivider shall provide a current title report
for each easement parcel to the agency slated to hold the easements and, shall
be responsible for all costs related to the easement review and recordation,
including title insurance.


47. Prior to issuance of any project certificates of occupancy, Subdivider shall
transfer ownership of undeveloped, natural area depicted as open space to a
public agency, ornon-profit conservation organization, to the satisfaction of the
Director, for perpetual maintenance of those portions of the open space and shall
dedicate to the County the right to restrict any and all development on said lots.
The final executed agreement shall include a reasonable endowment for
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maintenance as agreed upon by the public agency, or non-profit conservation
organization and permittee, and must be to the satisfaction of the Director.


48. Existing native and non-native trees shall be mapped to the satisfaction of the
Director, including individual holly-leaf cherry trees and California junipers.


49. Holly-leaf cherry trees impacted by the Project shall be replaced and preserved
in open space areas to the satisfaction of the Director. The Subdivider shall
provide mitigation trees of eight to one (8:1) for each tree removed. Soil testing
and land banking for the holly-leaf cherry trees shall be accomplished prior to
issuance of building permits, to the satisfaction of the Director.


50. Mitigation trees shall be planted within one year of the holly-leaf cherry tree
removals. Subdivider shall inform the Director when such trees have been
planted.


51. Subdivider or authorized party, shall properly maintain each mitigation tree and
shall replace any tree failing to survive due to a lack of proper care and
maintenance with a tree to the satisfaction of the Director. The five-year
maintenance period will begin upon notification from Subdivider that the such
trees have been planted. The maintenance period of the trees failing to survive
five years will start anew with different replacement trees.


52. A low wall made of fire-resistant material, to a maximum 42 inches in height, may
be constructed at the proposed building pad boundaries between fuel
modification Zones B and C. Zone C and beyond, shall have indigenous native
plants to the satisfaction of the Fire Department.


53. Subdivider shall avoid using "V" ditches in the open space areas, so as to allow
wildlife crossing, to the satisfaction of Public Works and Regional Planning.


54. Every residential dwelling unit within the Project Site shall be built with a solar
panel system to generate electricity equivalent to 3 KwH.


55. Subdivider shall fund 25 electric vehicle ("EV") charging stations within the
Project Site and/or the surrounding community for the public to access and use
and, once funded, these charging stations shall be installed by a third-party
electric car charging provider, such as ChargePointe or Blink.


56. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature a
220V outlet in the garage for future EV chargers.


57. No community pool is currently planned in the community; however, if any
community pool is built within the subdivision, it must be equipped with solar
panels for heating.


58. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature a
tankless on-demand water heater.
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59. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall comply
with current ordinances and State laws, including low impact and water
conservation.


60. Pervious pavement shall be utilized in parking areas of the park built within the
Project Site and impervious pavement shall be eliminated wherever possible.


61. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall be
plumbed for an optional greywater system to recycle washing machine or kitchen
sink water waste for use in backyard landscaping.


62. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature. a
rainwater collection system to reduce landscape water use.


63. All landscaping within the common space of the developed portion of the Project
Site and in the front yards of each residential lot shall comply with the County
Code and State laws, featuring drip irrigation with drought tolerant and/or native
landscaping.


64. Subdivider shall plant indigenous/native vegetation in the open spaces, and on
slopes, as long as it is outside of the fuel modification zones and 50 feet from
structures.


65. All new home sales offices within the Project Site shall have brochures available
to highlight the benefits of the green initiatives featured at the Project Site and a
brochure from the National Wildlife Federation to inform homebuyers of the
Backyard Habitat Program.


66. Subdivider has completed a plant survey to document all existing holly-leaf
cherzy trees and which trees will be impacted by the development. Subdivider
will prepare, or cause to be prepared, a map to identify and count where the
Project will impact said trees, and show the location of new trees in open spaces.


Attachments:
Subdivision Committee Report
Final EIR Addendum
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Department of Regional Planning
~+~ 320 West Temple Street


•~ ~ Los Angeles, California 90012
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PROJECT NUMBER HEARING DATE
96044-(5) September 18, 2018


REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS
Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.
48086 (RPPL2018004065)


SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE Environmental AssessmentRPPL2018004166


REPORT
OWNER I APPLICANT MAP/EXHIBIT SCM REPORT REPORTS ONLY


DATE: DATE: SCM DATE:
RainVee Investment Corporation, Matthew Villalobos 08/14/18 0917(18 09/20/18


PROJECT OVERVIEW
To adjust the timing of required conditions of approval relating to triggers and clarifications for grading and road andinfrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements and landscaping installation.


Subdivision: To create 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station lot, a Sheriff substation lot, three park lots, threeopen space Tots, 12 debris basin lots and one public school Iot, for a total of 514 Tots on 548.1 acres.
MAP STAGE


Tentative: ❑ Revised: ❑ Amendment: ~ Amended : ❑ Modification to : ❑ Other: ❑
Exhibit Map Recorded Map


MAP STATUS
Initial: ~ 15' Revision: ❑ 2"tl Revision: ❑ #Revision (requires a fee): ❑


LOCATION ACCESS
North of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad Canyon Soledad Canyon Road.
Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce
Road.


ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBERS) SITE AREA
3211-021-043, -044, -045, -046, -48, -050 and -051 548.1 gross acres


GENERAL PLAN /LOCAL PLAN ZONED DISTRICT SUP DISTRICT
Santa Clarita Valley (OVOV) Soledad 5~^


LAND USE DESIGNATION ZONES CSD
H2 (Residential 2 — 2 Dwelling Units Per Acre) R-1-6,000, R-1-7,000, R-1- N!A
RL5 (Rural Land 5 —1 Dwelling Units Per 5 Acres) 8.000, R-1-10,000, R-1-


15,000, R-1-20,000 and A-2
OS-C (Open Space)


PROPOSED UNITS MAX DENSITY/UNITS GRADING
(DU) (DU) (CUT/FILL, IMPORTIEXPORT, ONSITE/OFFSITE)
492 (0.90 DU/AC) H2 = 483 (2 DU/AC) Approximately 7,932,000 cubic yards combined (cut, fill, over


RL5 = 61 (1 DU/5AC) excavation and export) movement of earth material,
including approximately 82,000 cubic yards proposed to be
deposited on Tots no. 1 and 2 of TR36943-01.


ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (CEQA)
Addendum to the project's certified final EIR.


SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE DEPARTMENT CLEARANCE
Department Status Contact


Regional Planning Cleared Steven Jones (213)974-6433 sdiones na planninq.lacountv.aov


Updated 8!4/14







SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE REPORT
RAM TR48086 RPP~2018004065, 09/17H8


Public Works Cleared


Fire Cleared


Parks &Recreation Cleared


Public Health Cleared


Phoenix Khoury (626) 458-3133 pkhourvCc~dow.lacountv.aov


Juan Padilla (323) 890-4243 ivan.padilla(c~fire.lacountv.aov


Loretta Quach (626) 588-5305 IauachCa~parks.lacountv.gov


Vincent Gallegos (626) 430-5381 vgalle4osCa~ph.lacou~tv.gov
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SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE STATUS


Reschedule for Subdivision Committee Meeting: ❑
Reschedule for Subdivision Committee Reports Only: ❑


PREVIOUS CASES
TR48086, RAM TR48086-1, RAM TR48086-2, RAM TR48086-3


REGIONAL PLANNING ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND HOLDS
Case Status/Recommendation: Regional Planning staff recommends approval of the amendment fo the vesting tentativemap, subject to conditions of approval.







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
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We have no objections to the request to amend Vesting Tract 48086, 48086-02, and
48086-03 to accommodate clarifications to some conditions and mitigations to support
more appropriate sequencing for completing mitigations and satisfying conditions of
approval.


The following repod consisting of 74 pages are the recommendations of Public Works


The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and. policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:


Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitlement or at the time of
the first plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $5,000 with
Public Works to defray the cost of verifying conditions of approval for the purpose
of issuing final map clearances.


2. Comply with all other previously approved subdivision conditions for Tract 48086
and to the satisfaction of Public Works.


-~-IGJ ~-
Prepared by Phoeni Khoury Phone (626) 458-4921 Date 09-05-2018ir48086-ALa-new RPPL201B004065.docz
httPJ/plannina.iareuntvgov/case/v:e•:~ismend,~ent to tract maa no 43~"'~89r







`:'~, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES~~
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS


~ ~- ~~;
90a SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE


ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
W WN/.LADPW.ORG


TRACT MAP NO: 48086-4 AMENDED TENTATIVE MAP DATE: 08/14/18


DRAINAGE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, PHONE: (626) 458-4921


Approval of this map pertaining to drainage is recommended.


Prior to Final Map Recordation:


1. Provide drainage facilities to remove the flood hazard and dedicate and show necessaryeasements and/or right of way on the final map. This is required to the satisfaction of theDepartment of Public Works prior to the filing of the final map.


2. Place a note of flood hazard on the final map and delineate the areas subject to flood hazard.Show and label all natural drainage courses. Dedicate to the County the right to restrict theerection of buildings in the flood hazard area. This is required to the satisfaction of theDepartment of Public Works prior to the filing of the final map.


3. Provide fee title lot for debris basins/inlets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.


4. Nolify the State Department of Fish and Game prior to commencement of work within anynatural drainage course. If non-jurisdiction is established by the Department of Fish and Game,submit a letter of non-jurisdiction to Pu61ic Works (Land Development Division).


5. Contact the State Water Resources Control Board to determine if a Notice of Intent (NOI) and aStorm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are required to meet National PollutionDischarge Elimination System (NPDES) construction requirements for this site.


6. Comply with Caltrans permit conditions for encroaching and connecting to their drainagesystems.


7. Contact the Corps of Engineers to determine if a permit is required for any proposed work withinthe major watercourse. Provide a copy of the 404 Permit upon processing of the drainage plans.If non-jurisdiction is established by the Corps of Engineers, submit a letter of non jurisdiction toPublic Works (Land Development Division).


8. Prior to recordation of the final map, form an assessment district to finance the future ongoingmaintenance and capital replacement of SUSMP devices systems identified on the latestapproved Drainage Concept. The developer shall cooperate fully with Puhiic Works in theformation of the assessment district, including, without limitation, the preparation of theoperation, maintenance, and capital replacement plan for the SUSMP deviceslsystems and theprompt submittal of this information to Land Development Division. The developer shall pay forall costs associated with the formation of the assessment district. SUSMP deviceslsystems shallinclude but are not limited to catch basin inserts, debris excluders, biotreatment basins, vortexseparation type systems, and other devicestsystems for stormwater quality.
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~5~"~'~ COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
~~ w~xs,


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS


-" 900 SQUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331


W W W.LA~PW.ORG


9. Prior to recordation of the final map, the developer shall deposit the first year s total assessment
for the entire assessment district, based on the engineers estimate as approved by Pu61ic
Works. Thls will fund the first year's maintenance after the facilities are accepted. The County
wiil collect the second and subsequent years' assessment from the owners} of each parcel
within the assessment district.


10. Comply with the requirements of the Revised Drainage Concept I Hydrology Study /Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan which was conceptually approved on 11J18/20~0 to the
satisfaction of Public Works..


~?
Name Date 9(5/18 Phone (6261458-4921


V LQNG UONG
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County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Sheet 1 of 2PCA LX001129 Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division
EPIC LA RPPL2018004065 GEOLOGIC AND SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET
Telephone: (fi26) 458-4925 900 S. Fremont Avenue, Alhambra, CA 91803


Tentative Tract Map 48086-4 Tentative Map Dated 8N4118 (Amended) Parent TrecfGrading By Subdivider? [ ] iv o~N! „d' Location Spring Canyon
Geologist Byer Geotechnical, Inc. Subdivider Sprinp Ca~von Recovery Acquisition PLCSoils Engineer Byer Geotechnical Inc. Engineer/Arch. RBF Consulting


Review of:
Geologic Reports) Dated
So(Is Engineering Reports) Dated:
Geotechnical Reports) Dated: 9/23/10, 7/14/10
References: J. Byer Group: 6/22!05, 4119/05 1l31l05~ Pacific Soils Engineering: 5!15!00 12/17197, 11/12/97' Peira: 7/27!90


TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL FROM A GEOTECHNICAL STANDPOINT


PRIOR TO FILING THE FINAL LAND DIVISION MAP THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE FULFILLED:


Gt. The final map must be approved by the Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division (GMED} to assure that allgeotechnical requirements have been properly depicted. For Final Map clearance guidelines refer to policy memoG5051.0 in the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manua(forPreparation of Geotechnical Reports. TheManual is available at: http://dnw./acounty.govfumed/nermits/docs/manual.adf.


G2. A grading plan must be geotechnically approved by the GME~ prior to Final Map approval. The grading depicted on theplan must agree with the grading depicted on the tentative tract or parcel map and the conditions approved by the PlanningCommission. If the subdivision is to be recorded prior to the completion and acceptance of grading, corrective geologicbonds may 6e required.


G3. Prior to grading plan approval, a detailed geotech~ical report must be submitted that addresses the proposed grading.All recommendations of the geotechnical consultants) must be incorporated into the play. The report must comply withthe provisions of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manua/ (or Preparation of Geotechnica/Reports.The Manual is ava(lable at: http://dnw./acountv.govlamed/permits/dots/manual.pdf.


G4. All geologic hazards associated with this proposed development must be eliminated. Alternatively, the geologic hazardsmay be designated as restricted use areas (RUA), and their boundaries delineated on the Final Map. These RUAs mustbe approved 6y the GME~, and the subdivider must dedicate to the County the right to prohibit the erection of buildingsor other structures within the restricted use areas. For information on the RUA policy refer to policy memo GS063.0 inthe County of Las Angeles Department of Public Works Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports. The Manual isavailable at: http://dpw.lacountv.govJqmed/permits/docs/manualpdf..


S1. At the grading plan stage, submit grading plans to the GMED for verification of compliance with County Codes andpolicies.


NOTES) TO THE PLAN CHECKER/BUILDING RND SAFETY DISTRICT ENGINEER:
ON-SITE SOILS ARE CORROSIVE TO FERROUS METALS.


ti ~~'~ -'✓ G 4 Geir R. MathisenPrepared by "~ ~j ~ ~ fir,, ,y m No. 2376m;, ~ NO. GE 2849 Z ~ 
CERTIFIED~''+,


ENGINEERI_.~,~ ~ `GQ. ., ~.
So e ~j ti'~n CHN a~~~ Geology Se p cq~,~F


FOF CAU4~ 
Date 8/28/18Please complete a Customer Service urvey at htto:Ndow.lacountv.aovlgo/amedsurv~


 NOTILE: Public safety, relative to geotechnical subsuAace exploration, shall he provided in accordance with current codes for ezcavalions, inclusiveof the Los Angeles County Code, Chapter 17.48, and the State of California, Title 8, Construction Safety Orders.460E6, Sptlng Canyon,TM42 A







COUTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -GRADING
TRACT NO.048086 AMEN. TENTATIVE MAP TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018


1. Approval of this map pertaining to grading is recommended


The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works,
in particular but not limited to the following items:


Comply with approved conditions for Tract Map No. 48086.


me Erik Rodriquez Date 8/27/2018 Phone (6261458-4921
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TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.)
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AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018


We have no objection to the amendment requests. The following revised conditions
supersedes ail previously approved conditions:


1. The centerline of all local streets shall be aligned without creating jogs of less
than 150 feet. A one-foot jog may be used where a street changes width from a
60-foot to a 58-foot right of way.


2. The minimum centerline radius is 350 feet on all local streets with 40 feet
between curbs and on all the streets where grades exceed 10%.


3. A minimum centerii~e curve length of 100-feet shall be maintained on all local
streets. Curves through intersections should be avoided when possible. If
unavoidable, the alignment should be adjusted so that the proposed BC and EC
of the curve through the intersection is set back a minimum of 100 feet away
from the BCR's of the intersection. Reversing curves of Iocai streets need not
exceed a radius of 1500-feet and any curve need not exceed a radius of 3,000-
feet.


4. Adjust the location of the PRC on "B" Street (also known as Pistache Way) so
that it is either at or outside the BCR of "F" Street (also known as Burkwood
Court). If unavoidable, maintain a minimum centerline radius of 400 feet.


5. The central angles of the right-of-way radius returns shall not differ by more than
10 degrees on focal streets.


6. Provide standard property line return radii of 13 feet at all local street
intersections, including intersection of local streets with General Plan Highways,
and 27 feet where all General Plan Highways intersect, or to the satisfaction of
this Department.


7. Driveways will not be permitted within 25 feet upstream of any catch basins when
street grades exceed 6 percent.


8. Dedicate right of way 32 feet from centerline on "A" Street (also known as
Lindera Avenue) from Yellowstone Lane to "H" Street (also known as Calluna
Drive), "H" Street (also known as Cailuna Drive), Stonecrest Road and
Yellowstone Lane,


9. Dedicate right of way 30 feet from centerline on "A" Street (also known as
Lindera Avenue) cul-de-sac north of "H" Street (also known as Cailuna Drive)
plus additional right of way for the cui-de-sac bulb, "B" St. (also known as
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AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018


Pistache Way), "C" Street (also known Pale Leaf Court) from "E" Street (also
known as Shenandoah Lane) to "D" Street (also known as Aster Place, "E"
Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) north of "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way), "I" Street (also known as Anise Avenue), on "J" Street (also
known as Madrona Drive) from Stonecrest Road to "i" Street (also known as
Anise Avenue), "K" Street (also known as Aralia Way), "P" Street (also known
as Canyon Osk Way) plus additional right of way for a cul-de-sac bulb, "T"
Street (loop also known as Myrtus Way and Lantana Road) plus additional right
of way for a standard knuckle" and "V" Street (also known as Sargent Lane).


10. Dedicate right of way 32 feet from centerline on Yellowstone Lane between
Stonecrest Road and the westerly tract boundary. Permission is granted to
reduce the parkway from 12 feet to 4 feet on the south side of Yellowstone Lane
adjacent to the Freeway 14 right of way (Typical Section D-D is not necessarily
approved as shown) only at locations to the satisfaction of Public Works.
Sidewalk is not required on south side of Yellowstone Lane between Stonecrest
Road and the westerly tract boundary (Typical Sections C-C and D-D).


1 1. Dedicate right of way 29 feet from centerline plus additional right of way for a
standard cul-de-sac bulb on "C" Street (also known as Pale Leaf Court) west of
"D" Street (also known as Aster Place), "D" Street (also known as Aster Place),
"E" Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) west of "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way), "F" Street (also known as Burkwood Court), "G" Street (also
known as Spire Court), "J" Street (also known as Madrona Drive) north of "I"
Street (also known as Anise Avenue) and south of Stonecrest Road, "L" Street
(also known as Lydia Terrace), "M" Street (also known as Daphne Court), "N"
Street (also known as Caffra Place), the unnamed street (also known as
Empress Way), "Q" Street (also known as Hollyleaf Court), "R" Street (also
known as Buckwheat Drive, "W" Street (also known as Privet Way), "X" Street
(also known as Pearbush Court), and "Z" Street (also known as Cassia Way).


12. Dedicate vehicular access rights on "T' Street (also known as Myrtus Avenue)
from the school lot (Lot 514). If the Department of Regional Planning requires
the construction of a wall, complete access rights shall be dedicated.


13. Permission is granted to reduce the road right of way from 32 feet to
approximately 23 feet from centerline on the easterly half of Stonecrest Road in
the vicinity under the Antelope Valley Freeway adjacent to the proposed
equestrian/wildlife trail to the satisfaction of Public Works. Sidewalks are not
required on the east side of Stonecrest Road in the vicinity under the freeway
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adjacent to the proposed equestrian/wildlife trail. The proposed
equestrian/wildlife trail shall be located outside of the road right of way.


14. Prior to final map approval, the subdivider shall enter into an agreement with the
County franchised cable N operator (if an area is served) to permit the
installation of cable in a common utility trench.


15. Provide and install street name signs to occupancy of building(s).


16. All existing and new utility lines shall be underground to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works per Section 21.24.400 of Title 21 of the Los Angeles
County Code. Please contact Construction Division at (818) 458-3129. for new
location of any above ground utility structure in parkway.


17. Provide adequate landing area at a maximum 3°/a grade on all "tee" intersections
except "F" Street (also known as Burkwood Court) and "Z" Street (also known as
Cassia Way) to the satisfaction of Public Works. Permission is granted to
provide adequate landing area at a maximum grade of 4 percent on "F" Street
and "Z" Street.


18. Install postal delivery receptacles in groups to serve two or more residential
units.


19. Construct drainage improvements and offer easements needed for street
drainage or slopes.


20. Plant street trees on all streets to the satisfaction of Public Works.


21. Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, and sidewalks on all streets.
Modifications to sidewalk locations and grades along Stonecrest Road shall be
subject to approval and to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.


22. Construct curb return and offsite pavement transitions at the intersection of
Stonecrest Road and 5oledad Canyon Road to the satisfaction of Public Works.


23. Offsite improvements are required. It shall be the sole responsibility of the
developer to acquire the necessary right-of-way and/or easements.


24. Provide 64 feet of offsite full street right of way or easement and construct full
street improvements (base, pavement, curb, gutter, sidewalks, street trees, and
street lights) on Yellowstone Lane including the offsite portions fronting the
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subdivision, on Yellowstone Lane future street within Tract 36943 joining
existing improvements in Tract 36943 and on Stonecrest Road joining Soledad
Canyon Road to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Modified
street cross section shall be approved by the Department of Public Works.


25. Construct roadside barriers (if needed) at locations to the satisfaction of Public
Works.


26. Design the intersection of Stonecrest Road with Soledad Canyon Road to
provide a 60mph sight distance (vertical and horizontal) from the iocai street.
Provide 650 feet of sight distance on Soledad Canyon Road from Stonecrest
Road based on its 60mph design speed. Additional right of way or airspace
easement dedication and/or grading may be required.


27. Provide intersection sight distance for a design speed of 40 mph (415- feet) on
"A" Street (also known as Lindera Avenue) from "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way) (northerly direction), from "H" Street (also known as Calluna
Drive) (southerly direction), from "O" Street (also known as Empress Way)
(southerly direction) and from "V" Street (also known as Sargent Lane) (northerly
direction); on "H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive) from "I" Street (also
known as Anise Avenue} (westerly direction); on Sto~ecrest Road from "H"
Street (also known as Cailuna Drive) (southerly direction); and on Valley Canyon
Rd. from the proposed driveways serving Lot 496 (both directions). Line of sight
shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easement to the satisfaction of
the Department of Public Works. Additional grading may be required.


28. This previously approved road condition is modified to, "Provide intersection
sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 30 mph (310 feet) on "B"
Street (also known as Pistache Way) from "Z" Street (also known as Cassia
Way) (Southerly direction), "E" Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) from
"C" Street (also known as Pale Leaf Court) (southerly direction), on "I" Street
(also known as Anise Avenue) from "N" Street (also known as Caffra
Place)(southerly direction), Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate
airspace easement to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.
Additional grading may be required."


29. Provide intersection sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 25mph
{260 feet) on "L" Street (also known as Lydia Terrace) from "M" Street (also
known as Daphne Court) (northerly direction). Line of sight shall be within right
of way or dedicate airspace easement to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works. Additional grading may be required.
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30. Provide stopping sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 30 mph
(200 feet) along "I" Street (also known as Anise Avenue) in the vicinity of lots 491
to 492. Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements
to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Additional grading may be
required.


31. Provide stopping sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 40mph
(300 feet) along "A" Street (also known as Lindera Avenue) in the vicinity of lots
186 to 190; along "H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive) in the vicinity of lots
209 to 213, Tots 416 to 418 and lot 502; along Stonecrest Road in the vicinity of
lots 401 to 403; and along Yellowstone Lane in the vicinity of lots 8 to 10 and lot
494. Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements to
the satisfaction of Public Works. Additional grading may be required.


32. In determining the adequate sight distance with respect to the position of the
vehicle at the minor road, the driver of the vehicle is presumed to be located 4
feet right of centerline and 10 feet back the top of curb (TC) or flow line (FL)
prolongation. When looking left, we consider the target to be located at the
center of the lane nearest to the parkway curb. We use 6 feet from TC as a
conservative rule. When looking right, the target is the center of the lane nearest
to the centerline or from the median TC (when present). The lines of sight
and/or airspace easements as depicted on the amendment map are not
necessarily approved.


33. Permission is granted for street grades up to 12.5% on the off-site portion of
Yellowstone Road within Tract 36943 and 11 % on "E" Street (also known as
Shenandoah Lane) only at locations to the satisfaction of Public Works.


34. Permission is granted to vacate excess right of way on Yellowstone Road.
Easement shall he provided for all utility companies that have facilities remaining
within the vacated area.


35. Provide a site plan showing driveway locations and parking lot circulation for Lot
514 (school site) to avoid queuing problems on any of the choice of access point
from either 5tonecrest Road or "H" St (also known as Caliuna Drive). and for a
more efficient drop-off/pick-up area to the satisfaction of Public Works.


36. Prepare signing and striping plans for Stonecrest Road and Soledad Canyon
Road within or abutting this subdivision to the satisfaction of Public Works.
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37. Prior to Building permit issuance, pay the fees established by the Board of
Supervisors for the Eastside (Route 126) Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District (B&T District). The fee is to be based upon the fee rate
in effect at the time of building permit issuance. The current applicable fee is
$19,440 per factored unit and is subject to change. Record a covenant (subject
to the approval of Public Works) at final map approval to encumber
parcels/property owners with provisions requiring payment of applicable B&T
District fees prior to building permit issuance.


38. If any ultimate improvements are constructed by the subdivider and accepted by
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, or if any fair share
payments for ultimate improvement work are made and are included as District
improvements in the Eastside (Route 126) Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District, then the subdivider may be issued credits which may
then be used within the Eastside District. Reimbursements will only be made on
improvements constructed by the subdivider that are included as District
improvements and are deemed ultimate improvements (as opposed to interim
improvements).


39. Prior to issuance of building permits) for Lot 514 (school site), the developer
shall coordinate with and notify the Sulphur Springs School District (SSSD) that
the preliminary school site plan, traffic circulation plan, the informational packets
or brochures, and the student drop-off/pick-up procedures shall be prepared and
submitted to our Traffic and Lighting Division for review and approval. We
recommend a mechanism for enforcement and levying of non-compliance
penalties be included in the plan. The SSSD shall prepare informational packets
containing the approved student drop-off/pick-up procedures and provide them
to the parents/guardians of the students.


40. Comply with the attached May 15, 2012 memorandum from our Traffic and
Lighting Division to the satisfaction of Public Works. As indicated in the attached
letter, detailed signing and striping and traffic signal plans for the required
improvements on Soledad Canyon Road at Stonecrest Road shall be submitted
to Public Works for review and approval prior to final map recordation and
installed prior to issuance of Building Permit of the first residential unit.


41. Construct additional pavement and transitions on Soledad Canyon Road to
accommodate the requirements from Traffic and Lighting Division May 15, 2012
memorandum.


42. The project shall submit to Public Works a copy of a letter of intent to Caltrans,
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outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic mitigations with the
jurisdiction of Caltrans prior to Final Map recordation. The project shall enter into
an agreement with Caltrans prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy of first
residential unit.


43. The project shall submit to Public Works a copy of a letter of intent to City of
Santa Clarita, outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic mitigations
required per the March 27, 2003 memorandum from Watershed Management
Division along the south approach improvements at Sand Canyon and Soledad
Canyon within the jurisdiction of City of Santa Clarita prior to Finai Map
recordation. The project shall enter into an Agreement with City of Santa Clarita
prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy of first residential unit.


44. The project shall analyze the need for horizontal alignment signs as well as
speed advisory signs along the Soledad Canyon Road from SR-14 to Agua
Dulce Canyon Road. The project shall submit the findings and any
recommendations resulting from this analysis to Public Works for review and
approval prior to Final Map recordation. Detailed striping and signal plans for
these improvements shall be prepared and submitted to Public Works for review
and approval prior to issuance of Building Permit of first residential unit and
improvements completed prior to issuance of Certrf'icate of Occupancy of first
residential unit.


45. Comply with the attached March 27, 2003 memorandum from Watershed
Management Division except for the following conditions which are not
applicable and eliminated:


■ _
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46. Comply with the attached September 4, 2018 street lighting requirements or as
otherwise modified by Public Works.


47. Permission is granted to record 20-acre parcel map prior to recordation of tract
map providing private and future right f ways are offered and slope easements
are dedicated on all streets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works.


~G Prepared by Patricia Constanza Phone (6261458-4921 Date 09-05-2018tr4BO86ra-0







May 15, 2012


TO: Anthony Nyivih
Land Development Division


Attention Steve Burge/r


FROM: Dean R. Lehman d-'"~
Traffic and Lighting Division


SPRING CANYON PROJECT
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (APRIL 6, 2011)
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48086


We reviewed the Technical Memorandum dated April 6, 2011, (copy attached)
regarding conditions of approval for the proposed Spring Canyon Project located
on Spring Canyon Road north of Soled~~d Canyon Road in the unincorporated
Pinetree area.


We generally agree with the Technical Memorandum that the proposed roadv~ay
improvements are acceptable in satisfaction of the mitigation measures and tract
map conditions of approval listed below (copy of Mitigation Monitoring Program dated
July 8, 2003, and Tentative Tract Map No. 48086 revised contlitionS dated March 7, 2000,
are attached). The project shall 6e sule(y responsible for implementing the improvements
prior to issuance of any huliding permits, unless the project submits an alternative tragic
control plan acceptable to Public Works. Detailed stripinglsigning and tragic signal plans
for the improvements shall 6e submitted to Public Works for review and approval.


Soledad Canyon Road at Spring Canyon Road


Mitigation measure (July 8, 2003):


"The project applicant proposes to install a new traffic signal and widen the
intersection to provide an zastbound left turn lane and through lane and
a westbound right-turn lane and through lane. The extent of wldening will provide
for sight distance along Soledad Canyon Road fora 60 mph design speed."


Tentative Tract Map Condition (March 7, 2D00):


"Design the intersection of Spring Canyon Road with Soledad Canyon Road
to provide a 60 mph sight distance (vertical and horizontal} from the Iocal street.
Provide 65D feet of sight distance on Soledad Canyon Road from Spring Canyon
Road used on its 6Q mph design speed. Additional right of way or airspace
easement dedication and(or grading may be required."
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Proposed improvement to satisfy mitigation measure and tentative tract map
condition:


The project shall modify the Intersection to provide one left-turn lane and one free
right-turn lane on the north approach, one shared through/right-turn lake on theeast
approach, and one left-turn lane and one through lane on the west approach.
The eastbound left turn shall operate as a fully protected left-turn phase.


The project shall install a new traffic signal with advanced warning signs and
flashing beacons in accordance with the concept plan included in Exhibit A.
The flashing beacons shall operate continuously 24 hours a day and 7 days a week.


Soledad Canvon Road —State Route lSRI T4 to Sprinq Canvon Road


Mitigation measure (July 8, 203):


"In order to fully mitigate the project traffic impacts on this roadway segment,
Soledad Canyon Road shall be widened to accommodate a total of three lanes.
A three-lane section of roadway should include one Zane in each direction plus
a center passing lane that could serve both westbound (In the a.m.) and easthound
(in the p.m.J tragic."


Proposed improvement to satisfy mitigation measure:


The project shall provide one free right-tum lane on the north approach at the
intersection of Soledad Canyon Road at Spring Canyon Road in accordance vrith
the concept plan included in Exhibit A.


In addition, the project shall analyze the need for horizontal alignment signs as well
as speed advisory signs along Soledad Canyon Road from SR-14 to Agua Dulce
Canyon Road. The project shall submit the findings and any recommendations resulting
from this analysis to Public Works for review and approval. The project shall be solely
responsible for implementing the improvements recommended by this analysis prior
to final map recordatlo~. Detailed striping and signing plans for any recommended
improvements shall 6e submitted to Public Works for review and approval.


If you have any further questions regarding the review of this document, please contact
Gerald Ley of the Tragic Studies Section at E~rtension 4822.


~MS:ch
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIG Si'ORKS


900 SOVIit FAEA{@7[AVF270i
AISIA6IDR.~ G1L'FOP.NtA 91!0).1331'


idepomc (SL7dS8310n
www.ladpm.vrH ADDRESS AtL COARFSeOT~LN~iII:


P.Q.BOX 3464
N%AhfOAA. CALiFORTQA 9IHVl.14W


IN flEPLY PIEnEE 
WM-4R4'ERTO FILE


TO: Daryl Koutnik
Department of Reg


FROM: Rod Kuhomoto a.,w~-~
Watershed Management Division


RESPONSE TO A SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SPRING CANYON PROJECT CVesti~ Tentat%ve lruat No. ~So86)
UNINCORPORATED COUNTY OF
LOS ANGELES AREA OF SPRING CANYON


Thank you far the opportunity to provide comments on fhe Environmental Impact Report
for the Spring Canyon Project. The project consists of the subdivision of a currently
vacanE site into 542 single-family residential lots, one fire station lot, two private park
sites, and one lot far future elementary school use. The project site is located
immediafely north of the Antelope Valley Freeway (Highway 14) and Soledad Canyon
Road within the unincorporated County of Los Angeles area of Spring Canyon. We
have reviewed the submittal and offer the following comments:


Traffic and Lighting


The project, upon its anticipated completion in 2005, is estimated tb generate
approximately 6,056 daily vehicle trips, with 626 vehicle trips, and 547 vehicle trips
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.


The Significance Criteria Section on Page 20 for the County of Los Angeles is incorrect
and shall be corrected as follows:
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According to the CounEy of Los Angeles' Traffic/Access Guidelines for inEersections, asignificant projecf-relafed Traffic impact is determined hased on the following:


Pre-Project VIC LOS Project Related Increase in V/C


0:71 to 0.80 C 0.04 or more
0.81 to 0.90 D 0.02 or more
0.91 or mare E/F 0.01 or more


following intersections and roadways an
the projects impacts to a level 'of less
responsible forthese improvements.


ect traffic alone will significantly impact tha
the following improvements will fully mitigate


than sign cant. The project shall be solely


Sorinct Ganvon Road/Saledad Canyon Road


This is the project's main entrance. The intersection shall be modified to provide oneshared left-right-fum lane and one exclusive right-turn lane on The north approach.On the east approach, provide sufficient pavement on Soledad Canyon Road for onethrough lane and one shared fhroUgh/rfghf-turn lane (instead of one Through lane andone right-turn lane recommended in the Supplemert4ai Environmental Impact Report),and on the west approach, aleis-turn lane and one through lane.


Pay the entire cost for the installation of the fraffiic signals. Traffic signals shall only beinstalled when actual traffic conditions warrant the signals.


Install a crosswalk on the east side of ifie intersection rather than on the west side toavoid heavy dual-lane right-turn vehicle movements in conflict with pedestrianmovements.


Detailed striping and. signal plans for these improvements shall 6e prepared andsubmitted to Public Works for reviev✓and approval.


Spring Canyon Road


A minimum vehicle lane width of 18 feet should be provided from north of theState Route 14 (SR-14) overpass columns to Valley Canyon Road for disabled vehiclerefuge.
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Any grade change in pedestrian sidewalk. must comply with the Americans with
Disabilifiss Act.


Seventeen feet of vertical clearance should be provided at the SR-14 overpass and
Spring Canyon Road.


Detailed striping, signage, and signal plans for these improvements shall be prepared
and submitted to Public Works and fo the State of Cai'hornia Department of


_ ____ ,___Trensportation_{CaltransZfnrreview_andagproval.,___ __ ,~. ,___ ___.,__ __._.._


Soledad Canyon Road


Widen Spring Canyon Road from SR-14 eastbound ramps fo Spring Canyon Road to
provide a total of three lanes. A three-lane section of roadway shall include one lane in
each direction in addition to a center passing lane in. the upgrade portion of the roadway
that could serve hoth wesf6ound and easthound traffic.


Detailed road construction, striping and signage plans shall ba prepared and submitted
to Public Works far review and approval.


Since this project is within the Eastside Bridge and Majorl'horoughfare Construction
Fee District, the cost of this Improvement will be given as a credit toward the projects
Bridge and Major Thoroughfare District fee.


SR-1~ Southbound RampslSoledad Canyon Road


Pay the entire cost for the installation of the franc signal. Traffic signals sfiail only be
installed when actual traffic conditions warrant the signals. Since the signalization of
the intersections is included in the Eastside Bridge and fviajor ,Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District, the project sfiaii he given the credit against the District fees.


The cumulative traffic of the project and related projects in the study will significantly
impact the fallowing intersections. The project shall pay its fair share of the cost for the
following improvements needed to fully mitigate its cumulative traffic impacts to a level
of insigniflcance.
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SR-14 Northbound RampslSoledad Canvon Road


Restripe the south approach of Phis intersection to provide for two through lanes.
The two through lanes vrill be carried north of the intersection under the SR-14 Freeway
bridge to join two westbound lanes which currenfly exist.


The project is wifhin the Eastside Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction Fee
District. The project shall pay its flair share of the DisErict fees.


'=—=='Ttte=prtij~~E'VWill~o~have—anyimpa6f~to'a Congestion -ManagernenfYrogram route,
infersections, or freeways.


The following intersections impacted by the project traffic alone are within tfie City of
Santa Clarita's jurisdiction. Therefore, the C'rty's approval Is needed to implement these
mitigation measures:


Sand Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road


Pay project's fair share of the cost to improve the south approach of the intersection for
the ultimate improvements that will provide dual left-turn lanes, i~No through lanes,.
two right-turn lanes, and modification of trafficsig~als.


SR-14 Southbound Ramps North of Sand Canyon RoadlSoledad Canyon Road


Pay project's fa(r share of the cost to improve the east approach of the intzrsection for
the ultimate improvements tfiat will provide dual left-turn lanes, three through lanes,
and modification of traffic signals.


A freeway Traffic impact analysis has been conducted and determined that no
projecE-related significant traffic impact will occur to the mainline freeways. Inasmuch
as Calirans has the jurisdiction over the freeway system, Caltrans shall review this
document for any CEQA traffic impacts and rnitigafion measures proposed as
necessary.


If you have any questions, please contact James Chon of our Traffic Studies Section
at (626)300-4721.
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Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance


We have reviewed the subject document and have no comments.


(f you have any questions, please contact Kyle Kornelis at (626) 300-3322.


Watershed Managemenf


The proposad project should incfuda investigation of watershed management
op~ortufiitiesfo-maximize -cap ure o "loeal' ~ainfa(1-o' ri the project -life, ~immafa
incremental increases in flows to the storm drain system, and provide filtering of flows to
capture contaminants originating from the project site.


If you have any questions regarding the above comments or the environmental review
process of Public Works, please contact Massie Munroe at the above address or at


~~ (626) 458-4359.
a
k ~}MM:kk


A:IEIRZ]1.00C


bc: Traffic and Lighting
Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance


+„ ,,, Watershed Management (LafrertyJ
~.i
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JAMES A. NOYES, Oirtcl~r


October 30, 2002


COUNTY OT LOS ANGELES


DEPARTi«1VT OF PUBLIC R'OAKS


90a W VfH FREh[OM AYTL:
AL4A`AORA, CALIFOPiV1.4 9190]-Il)1


Telq.6oa: (aze~ ua-s iw
www.ladpw.org


TO: James E. Hartl
Planning Director


_-.-_ -_--_.-.Departrraentof-Regional=Planning-- --__


Attention Daryl Koutnik


FROM: James A. Noyes
Director of Puhlic Works


SHADOW PINES PROJECT


TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY (JULY 30, 2002)


VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.48086


A3~AESSALL CLWYESP~N~EN(.ETa:
PA. BOX li6U


A1N.tMBM ~1J3F'ON1~A 91803~1~60


IN FEPLY PLEASE
ft~E4T4 FRE T-~


W e have reviewed the above-mentioned document su bmitted bythe Project traffic consultant


and agree with the analysis and conclusions in the study.


The Projectis generally located north of Soledad Canyon Road atSpring Canyon Road in the


unincorporated County of Los Angeles area. The Protect consists of the development of


542 single-family residen6ai lots, three open space loss, a fire station lot, a sheriff's substatio n


lot, and iwo park site lots. Contiguous to, but not a part of, the Project is a nine-acre


elementary school site for a maximum studerrt capacity of 75D students.


The Project upon iEs anticipated oornpletion year in 2005 is estimated to generate


approximately 6,056 dailyvehicle trips with 626 vehicle trips and 547 vehicietrips during the


a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.


We agree with the study chat the Projecttraffic alone will significantly impact the following


intersections and roadways and the following improvements ~vili fully miiigate the Project's


impacts to a level insign~cance. The Project shall be solely responsible for these


improvements.


F►LE COPY
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Sorinq Canvon P.oad/Soledad Canvon P.oad


This is the ProjecPs main entrance. The intersection shall be modified fo provid
e one


shared left-/right-turn lane and one exclusive right-turn lane to the north approac
h.


On the east approach, provide sufficient pavementon Soledad Canyon Roadforone


through Iane and one sfiared through(right-turn lane, and on the west app
roach,


a left-furn lane and one through lane.


'_`- - " -̀Peythe-entire-wstforthe~instaliationofthetrafficsignals-Trafficsignafsshallon
lybe ---- - -


installedwhen actual traffic conditions warrant the signals.


Install a crosswalk on the east side ofthe intersection rafherthan on the west 
side to


avoid heavy dual-lane right-turn vehicle movements in confifct with pedestrian


movements.


❑etailed striping and signal plans for these improvements shall be prepared and


submitted to Public Works for review and approval.


Sorina Ganvon Road


A minimum vehicle vtidth of 18 feet should 6e provided from norih of 
the SR-1A


overpass columns to Valley Canyon Road for disabled vehicle refuge.


Any grade change in pedestrian sidewalk must comply with the America
ns with


Disabilities Act.


Seventeen feet ofvertical clearance should be provided at the SR-14 ov
erpass and


Spring Canyon Road.


Detailed striping, signage, and signal plans forthese improvements shall b
e prepared


and submitted to Public Works and to the State of California Depart
ment of


Transportation for review and approval.


Soledad Ganvon Road


W iden Spring Canyon Road from SR 14 eastbound ramps to Spring 
Canyon Road to


provide atotal ofthreelanes. Athree-lane section of roadway shall inc
lude one lane


in each direction plus a centerpassing lane in the upgrade portion of the 
roadwaythaf


could serve both westbound and eastbound.
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D eta filed striping and signage plans shall be prepared and submitted to Public Works
for review and approval.


The cumulative trafficoffhe Projectand related Projects in the studywill signincantiy impact
the follov✓ing intersecEions. The Project sHali psy its fairshare ofthe costfor the following
improvements needed tofully mitigate its cumulative traffic impacts to a level insignificance:


Soledad Canyon RoadlSR-14 Eastbound Ramos


Restripe the south approach of this intersection to provide for two through lanes.
The twothrough lanaswill be carried north of the intersection underthe SR-14 Freeway
bridge to join two northbound lanes which currently exist.


The Project is within the Eastside Bridge and MajorThoroughfare Construction Fee District.
The Project shall pay fits fair share of the District fees.


The Project wifi not have any impacE to a Congestion Management Program route,
intersections, or freeways.


The following intersections impacted 6y the Project traffic alone are within the City of
Santa Clarita'sjurisdiction andthusCity'sapproval is needed to implementthese mitigation
measures:


Soledad Canvon Road/Sand Capon Road


Pay Projects fairshare of the cost to improve the south approach of the intersectlon
for the ultimate Irnprovemenfs thatwiil provide dual left-turn lanes, two through lanes,
two right-tum lanes, and modification of traffic signals.


Soledad Canvon Road/SR-14 Westbound Ramps East of Sand Canvon Road


Pay ProjecPs fair share ofthe cost to improve the east app roach ofthe intersection far
the ultimate improvemenfsihatwili provide dual left-turn lanes and three through lanes
and modification of tragic signals.
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liyou have any questions, please contact James Chon of ourTraffic and Lighting Division
at (626}300-4721.


~~ JHC:c~
Ti1TLN31WPFILE5IFILE5ISMH'.L15PgWG CANYOtiSHAGOW?INE502


cc: Land Design Consultants, Inc. (Christy Cuba)


bc:. Ronald .l,_Ornee _ . _ _ _..
T. M. Alexander
Land Development (Hunter, Ruiz, Willer)
Watershed Management (David)







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
TRAFFIC AND LIGHTING DIVISION


SUBDIVISION, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) 8 R3 REVIEW
STREET LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS


Date: 9/04/18


T0: Jose Suarez
Project Entitlement ~ CEQA Section
Land Development Division


Attention Phoenix Khoury


FROM: Inez Yeung
Street L(ghting Section
Tragic and Lighting Division


Prepared by Emmanuel Okolo


STREET LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS
RPPL2018004065 TR 48066.4


Provide streetlights on concrete pales with underground wiring on all streets and highways within and around TR 48086-
4 to the satisfaction of Department of Pubifc Works or as modified 6y Department of Public Works. The streetlights shall
6e designed as a County owned and maintained (LS-3) system. Submit street lighting plans along with existing
and/or proposed underground utilities plans to Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for
processing and approval.


Provide a streetlight on a concrete pole with underground wiring along the property frontage on to the
satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modified 6y Department of Public Works. Submit street lighting
plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities plans to Traffic and Lighting Division, Street
Lighting Section, for processing and approval.


Provide streetlights on concrete poles with underground wiring on non-gated private or public future streets along the
property frontage on to the satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modified by Department of
Public Works. Submit street lighting plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities pans to
Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and approval.


Provide streetlights on concrete poles with underground wiring on gated private future streets} along the property
frontage on with fixtures acceptable to Southern California Edison and to the satisfaction of
Department of Public Works or as modified 6y Department of Public Works. The operation and maintenance of the street
lights shall remain the responsibility of the ownerldeveloper/Home Owners Association until such time as the streets)
are accepted for maintenance 6y the County. Assessments will be imposed on portions of the development served by
gated private and future sVeets (if any} as a result of benefits derived from existing or Future streetlights on adjacent
public roadways. Submit street lighting plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities plans to
Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and approval.


Provide street Ifghting plans to upgrade the existing streetlights from High Pressure Sodium Vapor to lED along the
property frontage on to the satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modifed by Department of
Public Works. Submit street lighting plans along with existing andtar proposed underground utilitas plans to
reffic andn Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and paproval.


New streetlights are not required.







ANNEX,4TION AND ASSESSMENT BALLOTING REQUIREMENTS:


The proposed project or portions of the proposed project are not within an exisii~g lighting district. Annexation to
street lighting district is required. Street lighting plans cannot be approved prior to completion of annexation
process. See Conditions of Annexations below.


Upon CUP approval (CUP only), the applicant shall comply with conditions of acceptance listed below in order for
the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the streetlights. It is the sole responsibility
of the owner/developer of the project to have ail street lighting plans approved prior to the issuance of building
permits. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the owner(developer of the
project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans prior to the issuance of a certificate of
occupancy.


Upon issuance of an Agreement to Improve (R3 only), the applicant shall comply with conditions of acceptance
listed below in order for the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the streetlights. It is
the sole responsibility of the owner/developer of the project to have all street lighting plays approved prior to the
issuance of building permits. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the
owner(developer of the project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans prior to the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy.


~~ Upon tentative map/Parcel maP aPProval (subdivision onlY), the applicant shall comply with conditions of
~~J// acceptance listed below in order for the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the


streetlights. It is the sole responsibility of the ownerldeveloper of the project to have all street lighting plans
approved prior to the map recordation. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of
the ownerldeveloper of the project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans. If phasing of the
project is approved, the required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the
owner/developer of the project and will be made a condition of approval to be in place for each phase.


CONDITIONS OF ACCEPTANCE FOR STREET LIGHT TRANSFER OF 81LLING:


All required streetlights in the project must be constructed according to Public Works approved plans. The
contractor shall submit one complete set of "as-builP' plans. The lighting district can assume the responsibility for
the operation and maintenance of the streetlights by July 1st of any given year, provided alb required streetlights in
the project have been constructed per Public Works approved street lighting plan and energized and the
owner/developer has requested a transfer of billing at (east by January 1st of the previous year. The transfer of
billing could be delayed one or more years 'rf the above conditions are not met. The lighting district cannot pay for
the operation and maintenance of streetlights located within gated cammu~ities.







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1!1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -SEWER
TRACT NO. 48086-4 (Amend.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018


The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:


1. The subdivider shall install and dedicate main line sewers, pump stations and
serve each building/lot with separate house lateral to the satisfaction of Public
Works or have approved and bonded sewer plans.


2. A sewer area study for the proposed subdivision (PC11877AS, dated
10117/2017) and outlet approval from the City of Santa Clarita (PC11961AS,
dated 4/30!2018) was reviewed and approved with mitigation. The sewer area
study shall be invalidated should there be an increase in the total number of
dwelling units, an increase in the density, dwelling units occur on previously
identified building restricted lots, a change in the proposed sewer alignment, an
increase in the tributary sewershed, a change in the sewer connection points, or
the adoption of a land use plan or a revision to the current plan. A revision to the
approved sewer area study may be allowed at the discretion of the Director of
Public Works. The approved sewer area study shall remain valid for two years
from the date of sewer area study approval. After this period of time, an update
of the area study shall be submitted by the applicant if determined to be
warranted by Public Works.


3. See the attached will serve letter agreement from the Newhall County Water
District dated October 12, 2018.


4. See the attached Outlet Approval requirement with the sewer mitigation
agreement from the City of Santa Clarita dated April 30, 2018.


5. See the attached City of Santa Clarita requirement and approval for Final Map
Recordation dated August 2, 2018.


6. The subidvider shall install off-site sewer mainline to serve this subdivision to the
satisfaction of Public Works.


7. The subdivider shall provide any necessary off-site easements to construct the
off-site sewer improvements to the satisfaction of Public Works. It shall 6e the
sole responsibility of the subdivider to acquire the necessary easements/or right
of way.


Pre d by Nikko Paiarillaga Phone_(626) 458-3137 Date 08-23-2018
TR48086-45A-NEW
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SANTA CLARITA
23920 Valencia Boulevard • Soi[e 300 • SanCa Clari~a, Cnlifomia 91353-2196


Phonc: (661) 259-2469 • F1LE: (661) 2598125


WLL~I~.SantY-[~un1a. Wm


August 2, 201 S


Mr. Diego G. Rivera, PE
County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
900 S. Fremont Ave.
Alhambra, CA 91803


Dear Mr. Rivera


Subject: TR 48086 -Spring Canyon Development, City Approval for Final Map Recordation
City Record Number: SS18-00009


This letter is intended to notify the County of Los Angeles (County) that the City of Santa Clarita
(City) is granting approval for the recordation of Final Maps for the proposed Spring Canyon
Development project (Tract 4808 .


Our recent discussions with representatives for the Spring Canyon Recovery Acquisition, LLC
(Developer) have indicated that the Developer will obtain the required bonds on behalf oFthe
Santa Clarity Valley Water Agency for the Shadow Pines Sewer Lift Station improvements prior
to the County Boazd of Supervisors' hearing date of September 25, 2018.


Based upon these commitments by the Developer, the City grants approval to allow for the
project Final Maps to be recorded by the County. Please contact me at (661) 255-4968 or at
spickett@santa-ciaritacom if you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further.


Sincerel , ~--


. Shannon L. Pick tt, PE, LS
Interim Assistant City Engineer


SLP:dIy
sww~meR+eeart+~7~u~r+rasaooei-sr~~e c~r~ssieu000a~cny~mR s~~an~.o..i o~~xoic aoa


cc: Robert Newman, Director of Public Works
Mike Hennawy, City Engineer
Ronil Santa Ana, Assistant Engineer
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SEWER AREA STUDY
FOR SPRING CANYON DEVELOPMENT
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THOMAS GUIDE: 4462 & 4463
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e developer:
!~ Spring Canyon RecoveryAcquisftion, LLC


c/o Paulson &Company, Inc.
(858) 5D0-6789


Contact: Patrick Iv1. Parker


Engineer:
Michael Baker J~temational


2729 Prospect Par]c Drive, Suite 220
Rancho Cordova, CA 9b670
Contact:Safa Kamangar, P.E.
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~t~lal~~lakr a Q~~r~~c~


There were two different design criteria used to analyze the sewer system, the LACDPW
criteria and the City of Santa Clarita/NCWO criteria. Each sewer reach was analyzed with the
appropriate design criteria based on the ownership of the pipe, i.e. City pipes were analyzed
using City design guidelines and LACDPW pipes were analyzed using IACDPW guidelines.
Below is a brief description of each agencies design criteria.


The !os Angeles County Department of Pu61ic Works design criteria as stated in; Policies for
Managing Available Sewer Capacity and Sewage Discharge in Excess of Design Capacity,
identifies maximum sewer capacities. The Los Angeles County design criteria identifies that
alI sewer pipes 15-inches and smaller are considered full (700 percent) when the ratio of the
depth of flow (d) over the pipe diameter (D) is equal to 0.5, expressed as d/D = 0.5. For
those pipes that exceed this capacity (101 percent to 150 percent), no flow measurements or
mitigation is required unless maintenance records warrant these actions. If the capacity
exceeds 150 percent flow measurements are required. Sewer pipes 15-inches and greater
are considered fu11(100 percent) when the ratio of the depth of flow (d) over the pipe
diameter (D) is equal to 0.75. It should be noted that the County is in the process of refining
the maximum capacity criteria for sewer pipes 15-inches and greater, therefore this report
identifies al/ pipes 15-inches and greater with a d!D equal to or greater than 0.75. Upon final
review, some of these pipes may not require mitigation or flow monitoring.


The City of Santa Clarita and NCWD design criteria state that pipes that are 15-inches and
smaller must not exceed 50 percent full, while pipes 15-inches and greater may flow 75
percent full.


VII. PROPOSED MITIGATION


Based on the existing sewer capacity analysis, it was found that under each scenario portions
of the existing sewer system exceed the maximum capacity currently allowed and require
mitigation. It was agreed upon by the City, that any existing sewer pipe that exceeds its
allowable capacity due to the addition of Spring Canyon flows, shall be up-sized to
accommodate the ultimate flow. Any pipe that exceeds capacity based upon future
developments (beyond Spring Canyon), shall be the responsibility of the future development
project to improve. A Sewer Mitigation Agreement was recorded between the developer and
the City agreeing to the proposed off-site sewer mitigation (See Appendix J). Pipelines that
require mitigation have been identified in Appendix D, as well as Table 3 below. Please also
see Exhibit 5, which identifies the pipelines that require mitigation.


Table 3 —Deficient Pipe Summary
Minimum


Ultimate Segment Existing Pipe Prapertles Required Pipe
Street Name


Number
Flow - Properties


Size Slope Length
d/D (%)


Diameter d/D(cfs)
MH # MH q (ink (%j (ft) (in) (%)


Se uoia Road 11184 2.551 207 52 8 6.20 347 52.3% 12 31.9


Sequoia Road 11184 2.588 51 SO 8 2.00 273 783% 15 31.4
Sequoia Road 11184 2.606 50 49 8 2.12 239 77.13'0 15 31
Se uoia Road 11184 2.629 A9 48 8 2.72 311 70.4% 15 29.3


Sequoia Road 11154 2.705 48 47 8 6.32 141 55.1%. 12 32.6


lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 267 266 18 0,52 328 75.6% 21 47.1
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Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 266 Z65 18 0.52 302 75.6% 21 47.1


Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 265 264 18 O.SZ 303 75.6% 21 47.1


Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.076 264 2fi3 18 0.52 302 75.9% 21 471


lost Canyon Road 9768R 14.010 142 141 18 OZO 157 140.0% 30 .53.3


Lost Can on Road 9768R 14.010 141 140 18 0.20 114 100.0% 30 533


Lost Can on Road 9768R 14.010 140 134 1S 0.20 19 100.Oh 30 533


Lost Canyon Road 9768R 14.010 139 138 18 0.20 350 100.0% 30 53.3
Note: Deficient pipes identified for Scenario 1 only. Please also note that ultimate flows account(or additional requirements
set forth by the City of Santa Clarita as well as planned upgrades by the NCW D. See Appendix H for details.


VIII. SHADOW PINES SEWER LIFT STATION


The Shadow Pines Sewer Lift Station (SPSLS) is currently owned and operated by the
Newhall County Water District (NCWD). NCWD has been in discussions with the City of
Santa Clarita and the County to transition ownership of the lift station and force main to the
City, and operation of the facility to the County. Per review by the County, the lift station does
not meet the County's current design standards. The City and the County have requested
that the Iift station 6e upgraded to the current County design standards, prior to the lift station
being transferred. The County provided a comment letter to NCWO identifying the elements
of the lift station that do not meet current County design criteria. NCW~ and the developer
are currently reviewing the feasibility of implementing these improvements as a part of the
Spring Canyon project. Upgrades to SPSIS will be required in order to accommodate the
development. The extent of the upgrades will ultimately be determined by the owner of the
lift station.


IX. CONCLUSION


Based on the findings of this report, a majority of the existing downstream sewer system has
adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed Spring Canyon development. However,
some of the existing sewer lines may exceed maximum allowable capacity as future
developments are constructed, and may require mitigation.


Table 3 contains deficient pipelines identified using Scenario 1 flows. These pipes have been
analyzed under an ultimate flow condition to determine the minimum required pipe diameter.
The ultimate flow condition accounts for flows identified in Scenario 3, with additional flows
added as a request by the City of Santa Clarita as well as future upgrades planned by the
Newhall County Water District. Please see Appendix H for a detailed description of the
ultimate flow used to determine the proposed diameters, as well as the capacity calculations
for the mitigated pipes. It should 6e noted that the mitigated pipes were examined with the
same slope and length as the existing pipes.


Flow tests maybe required to determine actual flow conditions, and will require cooperation
and coordination between the City of Santa Clarita, Newhall County Water District, and the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. Flow test locations will be selected based
on this analysis and discussions with the above-mentioned agencies.
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RECORDING REQLESTED B1":
Gitr ai Sant3 Ctsrita
Dee`e[op~ien2 Service_ Di~'is=:car,
23920lraiercia 13ou!evard. 5uit~ ~i}7
Santa Clarita. CA 9 t 3?;


~~`HEn RECORDER 1t,lIL TC1:
Arrnire Chaparyan, Interim City Clem
City of Santa Clarita
X3924 ValenciaBl~~.. Suite 1Zt}
SantaClarita,CA °t3i~


Trr'~.~{s)


Space a`:: se fl~is 6ac Gx 2eenrles's use,


SEt~ER I4~liTI(~,~`TIOi~ Acu~En7~N~r







SE'~'~'~~ "~~1T~G~~'3fl?\ ~~G12E~~iE~"I'


T6i~ ~~`~I2 _~3~"I7G ~i7I~1~ ~GRE£'1iE1T ~~~ ̀~ min€'~ is u~d~ end za~i~c~i
aa~ a ~~'~actiu~ ~ afl D~c.Er~f3~- V 8 . ?~1=Via; ~ ~et~~+~zn vie Cif of Santa C~~ita, ~
m re~ ~^ -~r~T3~+n,1~~~~~ ~z _3~~~) ~'a~~nca~ Bnas7~s-azz~, ~uit~ a~3~. ~au~ CiariTa, C~it"arni~
X33 ~~? ' i 9t~, ~~l~r ̀ ~i~-~'~ a~rl ,~ ~~~r La Ian J~iE, ~ 1.C. a Delaarara limi~zd li~~ilat~•
rfl~~ara}- I z~d a~ ' rb'_~' C~alv~~a~ }tt~ad. Sua1~'~~_ Ca~a~asas. CA ~Jl ~ {?_ {"SCL")=


PI~Fl.i3i1~ ~itl` 3'T~'1'E3IElV'7'8


~. 5~L is e~~+ao~~ in a reai~eniial ~et~la~g~ment ~rojzct It~cated in the Couniv oi~Las
~~~eles (t~e'~eunic"2 adja~en? tt~ the Cit} o~ ~a~na C3arita, i na~~~ as Sprint/ Canyo~~ Tentat6z~e
Traci X10. •$SASS {ihe ̀'Springy Caisson Dc~elopnieni°'). the ]enal e~~scription fir ~~hid3 is ariached
hereto as E~6ihit 'u1" ~nda~ac~r;rtara~~~ htre~n by reterzuce {t~z ̀'Propzrty' ).


B. 77a~ Ceti+ and SCI. ~cl:nu~+•let3ae that additional development adjacent to the City
creates seti~er capaeits° issues that co3ivibute io [lie nte~ for a se~~•er improvement project; and as
a condition to the City°s approia] o~~tl~e seiw~er aria s4~dti°. as set forth in a report dated June 2~},
2011 pregaz~i b}• R13F Consulling, {il~e "Off-Site 5e~cer :area Studv for the Springy Canyron
Derelopment'), the City°desires that the Cif° and JCL enter into this r~~=regiment.


C. Tlie Cily ]}as rcyuest~d, and SCL has a~reeri, that, subject to the provisions of this
Agreement, 5CL ti~-ill construct zhe approtiitnately 3,136 lineal Feet of sewer line upgrade
improvements described in "Table 3 —Deficient Pipz Summary" of the Off-Site Sewer ~'lrea
Sludv for the Spring Can}un De~~elopmeni. chiefly consisting of the upsizing of five existing 8-
inc1~ diameter setiver segments (1,~ 1 I Ll'} to the required l3-inch and 15-inch diameter gravity
se4ver line in Sequoia Raad ~ietV:een ~IammotU Lane and ille northeast intersection with
Yellowstone Lane; and tl~e upsizin~ of four existing 1$-inch diameter sewer segments (1,235 LP)
to die required 21-inch diameter er~t~ity setiver lice in Lost Canyon Road beginning at Oak
Spring Road and heading westerly; and die upsizinv of four existing 1$-inch diameter sever
segments (b~4Q LF) to the required 30-inch diameter gravity sever line in Lost Canyon Road
beginning at Sand Canyon Road and heading wester)}~ (the "ProjecP'~. Attached hereto as
Exhibit "6'° and incorporated herein is a conceptual schematic of tl~e Project.


NOW THCIZ~PORG. the Parties agree as f'ollotivs:


1. Prerequisites to Recordation of Final Tract Map. Prior to the recordation
hereafter on behalf of SCL of the first final tract map periaining to any portion of the Spring
Canyon Development for which a connection will be made to the existing sewer line in
Yellowstone Lane (the ̀'First Recordation"), SCL shall (a} obtain the City's appxovat of the
Project, including the design of the Project, which approval shall not be withheld unreasonably,
and (b) provide to the City documentation, reasonably satisfactory to the City, of a performance







bares ~am~~ an 1~~ ~~j~~t ~ an,amovna ~ga~al s~ one 3~ ~a~ Pert~~t {I a~ of t~ Iasi


sCsa~ ze ~ a~z3 3~ er_ td~~ ̀ '~as3 ~ii~ate~ i~ iba a~sra ie amo~mi tai be
~~aa~i ~as~d ~+n a~ s~m~t ~~a~ 3r~1 L~,- F ~ansu~vng as r~f~r~nc~3 a~ati~ in


Itz:sil~ ̀ ~," b_r• a ~~sl ~d ~~a~t~~z c~~ it m~a9e i~~«° SQL grid a~prfl~'ec~ b}~ Lie Ciiy prit~r to the Firs


3_ C~an~]~lien of Ps~*~cr~ SCL rnvst rnm~ale#~ the P'r~jetf prior la the Los Angeles


{~outaia D~~a;tm~a a~~'~i~lic'~~'ork~ z~rta~~•in~ the sompleut~n o9 the 1'~71o~~stonz lift Stziion
~d ~h~ lih ~tiot~ Sinn piac~d into ser+ifie,


~. r1lt~ma3~ ?~li~iAatiora. ]~; ai asa~~ lime prior to SCL`s com~nencemeai of the actua9
consir~x~ian of ih~ ~'rnjc~-i a; ene-isionez~ alaar e, ~1~ Cita~ ~pprol~es a different seller area study


Y13at n~aY af~,:ci tli~ rfls~ii~a~ a~sz~.aue faom the S~rin~ Canr`on L}e~°zlopment SCL ma~T submit


for i]~e City 's consideration a prt~pa~ai for an allern~ti~e to the Project to mitigate the issues
rLfemnced abovve in Recital "$. ' In the e~ ent of such suUmission. the Cih- agrees in evaluate


sach altcrnaiite in e~od fait~i.


~. Coaperafion_ Rein~burse~nents. Ljpc~n execution of this Agreement, 5CL and the


Citl shall canfirni to tl~e Cauat}= that SCL l~s sausfizd the Cit}'s sa~~er mitination mquirements


related to tl~e Project. in addition. tl~z Cite agrzes that SCL's full performanec in accordance


~+~it1i this Agreement shall saTisfi= all obligatir~ns To the Cit}- ralatzd to impacts of tl~e Spring


Canyan Deti~elopmeat upan. and connection to. the setieer sen+ice ~a~iihin the Cite. This


Agreement s1~a31 not prevent ar preclude SCE's entitlement to reimbursements from third party


projects benefitted by tli~ upsizeci seder improvements incorporated by SCL into the Projzcl for


the cost of sever facilities constn~cted bt• SCL pursu~ntl to this Agrzement har•ing a capacity


exceeding that required. to miti~afe the se«~er impact of the Springy Canyon Development, as such


reimbursements are provided under applicable lai~~.


6. Go~~ernine La~~~s. This rloreement shall be governed by, interpreted by, and


construed in accordance with tl~e lativs of the State of California. Any litigation or claims related


to this Agreement shall Ue determined by the state and federal courts located in Los Angeles,


CA.


7. Partial Invalidit~~. If any provisions of this Agreement shall be he]d invalid or


unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of this Agreement shall


nevertheless continue in full force and effect.


8. Non-Wai~~er. '~lo waiver of 1ny provision of ti~is Agreement shall be effective


tmless in writing and signed b}' the authorizzd representative of a Party. No failure or delay by a


party in exercising any right, power or remedy' under this Agreement shall operate as a waiver of


the right, po4ver or remedy.


9. Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth the entire aereement between the


Parties with respect to the subject business contemplated in this Agreement and supersedes all
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VSIT4J~SS my o~Yicial hard and Seal.
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I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the of California that the


foregoing paragraph is true and con~ect. ~~ a i ~ J ~1 _
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WITNESS my official hand and Seal.
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Notary Public
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Order No. 31DD6A48


P/#RCEL 'I.


DESCRIPTION


THE WEST ONE HALF AF THE NORTHHUES? gUARTER DF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE


19 WEST„ SAN BERNARDIND MERIDJAN JN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF


GAL7FORNIA, ACCDR~ING TD THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT


LAt~N OFFICE 4N APRIL 23, 1860.


EXCEPT TJ9EREF.ROM AN llN➢1VIDED ONE-S1X7EENTH INTEREST IN AND 70 ALL 011 ANO GAS
IN AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, IN PATENT


RECORDED 1Xil BOIIK 77785 APGE "la?, OFFICIAL RECORDS.


ALSD EXCEPT THEREFRQM ALL CRUSE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHA~TUPA AND ALL


HINDRED SU6STAi+tCES ANQ DTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID UIN~ OWNED BY GRANTORS


BELOW A DEPTH ~F 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVIEW PROPERTIES,


I NC., A CIIRPDRA310N, BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, "1967 IN BOOK D 3649 PAGE 291 AS


I NSTRUMENT ND. 2~DS3 OFFICIAL RECORDS.


PARCEL 2r


THE EAST HALF DF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 74


WEST, SAN BERNARDIND ~IERiDIAN, ~CCDRDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED


I N THE D75TRICT LAND OFFJCE ON APRIL 23, "1860.


EXCEPT TNEREFROPA AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TQ ALL OIL AND GAS


1 N AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVES TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IN PATENT RECORDED


1 N BOOK 17785 PAC£ 112, OFFICIAL. RECORDS.


AL50 EXCEPT THEREFR6M ALL CRUDE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM AND ALL


KINDRED SUBS3'ANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS


BELOW A DEPTH OF SDO FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVEIW PROPERTIES,


I NC., A CORPORATION, BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1967 ~N BOOK D 3699 PAGE 291 AS


I NSTRUMENT ND. 27D0 OFFICIAL RECORDS.


PARCEL 3:


THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8 AND THE N6RTHWEST QUARTER Of


THE NORTHWEST Qt1ARTER OF SECTION 17. ALL IN TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14 WEST, SAN


BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE


DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON APRIL 23, 188D.


EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TO ALL DIL AND GAS


I N ANO UNDER SAID LANG AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, IN PATENT


RECORDED IN BOOK 17785 PAGE 112, OFFICIAL RECORDS.


ALSO EXCEPT THEREFROM, ALL CRUDE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM, AND ALL


KINDRED SUBSTANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS


BELOW A DEPTH OF 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVIEW PROPERTIES,


I NC., A CORPORATION BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1967 IN BOOK D 3699 PAGE 291 AS


I NSTRUMENT N0. 2700, OFFICIAL RECORDS.


ALSO EXCEPT FRAM SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION


17, THAT PORTION THEREOF DESCRIBED AS FO~LDWS:
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BEGINN7N6 HT A PDINT 37D.1S FEET NORTH OF 7F1E SDUTtfiWEST CORNER OF 7HE NORTHWEST


4UARTER BF ?HE NDRTFIWEST QUARTER DF SECTION 17; THENCE 250 FEET' NORTHEAST
FOI10W1NG BOUNTY RDA :; THENCE 7SQ NDRTHWEST 70 SECTIDN LINE; THENCE 3D0 FEFI'
SQUTF7 Tfl 'flE FD1NT nF BEG'INNING_


ALSD D(CEPT THAT PDRTION OF SAID N6RTHWE57 QUARTER DF THE NDRTNWEST t1UARTER OF
SECT3UN 3~ LYING SDUTHER~Y OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED LINE:


BEGINNING A7 A ~O7NT 7N THE 34ESTERLY LJNE OF THE NDR7NWEST i~UARTER OF SAID
SECT1LNm '17 D15~AN7 71iEREON 56UTH 0 DEGREES '19'Z'i" WEST 827.82 FEET FRQPd THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 17 SAID LAST MEM'IONED POINT BEING AL50 THE


TRtlE PDINT OF iBEG9NNING DF THE DESCR1P710N AND BE1NG A CARVE CONCAVE


NDRTHWESTERLY, fi~Vl'.NG A RJ~DIUS OF 420 FEET, THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SA10


CURVE, FROAR A TANGENT NHICH SE}1R5 NORTH 69 DEGREES 28'AS" EAST THROUGH AN ANGLE
OF Z9 DEGREES 36'fl~'" AN ARC DISTANCE OF P"16.98 FEET. TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE


SQUTHERLY, HAVING A RALt~US OF A80 FEEI; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE,
TNR011GH AN ANGLE DF 37 DEGREES 03'11" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 477,97 FEET; THENCE


TANGENT Tp SAID LAST A4ENTIDNED CURVE, SOUTH 83 DEGREES 34'04" EAST, 116.61 FEET
TO A TANGEM CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 570 FEET; THENCE
EASTERLY AL(3NG SA1D CURVE, THR~UGN AN ANGLE OF 26 DEGREES 25'23 AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 262.87 FEFf; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID LAST MENTIDNED CURVE. NORTH 70 DEGREES


30'33" EAST, 9B3.84 FEET TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHVdESTERLY HAVING A
RADItlS OF 57D PffT; 'THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH AN ANGLE OF


32 ~EGRE£5 26'37" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 322.76 FEET TO THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID


NORTHWEST flUARTER OF SECTION l7 DISTANT ALONG SA10 LAST MENTIONED NORTHERLY LINE


NORTH 89 DEGREES 38'55" WEST 516.81 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE


NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 17.


PARCEL 4:


THE EAST HRLF OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION S, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14


WEST, SAN BERNARDINO PAERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE QFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED


I N THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON APRIL 23, 1880.


EXCEPT THAT PORTION OF SAID LAND, DESCRIBED AS FOIIOWS:


BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID EAST HALF, THENCE ALONG THE


SOUTHERLY LINE THEREDF, NORTH 89 DEGREES 38'55" WEST 516.81 FEET TO A CURVE


CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 570 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG


SA10 CURVE FROM A TANGENT WHICH BEARS NORTH 38 DEGREES 03'56" EAST, THROUGH AN


ANGLE OF 1 DEGREES 35'13" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 15.78 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TQ SAID


CURVE NORTH 36 DEGREES 28'43" EAST 92.04 FEET TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE


SOUTHEASTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 630.00 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SA1~


CURVE, THROUGH AN ANGLE OF 20 DEGREES 15'59" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 222.84 FEET;


THENCE NORTH 56 DEGREES 44'42" EAST 272.19 FEET; THENCE NORTH 48 DEGREES 19'16"


EAST 95.05 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID V'dEST HALF, DISTANT ALONG SAID


EASTERLY LINE NORTH 0 DEGREES 54'32" EAST 454.57 FEET FROM SAID SOUTHEASTERLY


CORNER, THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE SOUTH 0 DEGREES 54'32" WEST 454.57 FEET


TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.


EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TQ ALL OIL AND GAS


I N AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IN PATENT RECORDED


I N BOOK 17785 PAGE 1.12. OFFICIAL RECORDS.
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o~a~no. s~onsaae


AtSD EXGEFT +fHEREFRaM OIL LRUOE 01-L, PETROLEGM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM ANA ALL


KINtIRED SUBSTAT]CES AND DTHER MINERALS {1NDER AND IN SAID LANG OWNED BY GRANTORS


BELOW A .DEPTk~ DF 3DD FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TD FAIRV3EW PROPERTIES,


1NC., :A CORPDRA710N BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 7967 IN 800K D 3699 PAGE 291 AS


INSTRONIENT N~~ ~7DD, OFFICIAL IRECOR~S.


PARCEL 5:


THAT PORTION DF THE NDRTH HALF OF THE NORTHEAST gUARTER QF THE NORTHWEST pUARTER


OF SfC71DN "I3, 7`D9lNSHIP A NORTH, RANGE 74 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN,


ACCORDING Ttt THE OFFICIAL PLAT 4F SAID LAND FILE11 ]N THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON


APR9L 23,. '1'860, DE~CR~BED AS FOLLOWS:


BEG9NNIiNG AT THE NORTHWESTfRLY CORNER DF SA10 NORTH HALF ~F SAID NORTHEAST


QUARTER ~F SAID NORTHWEST RUARTER; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID


SEC31flN 37„ SOUT31 89 DEGREES 38'35" 'EAST, 737.65 FEET; THENCE SOl1TN 42 DEGREES


54'99" WfST, 96,73 FEET: THENCE SOUTH 71 DEGREES '17'08" WEST, 268.71 FEET;


THENCE WESTERLY 1N A ~1RECT LINE TO A POINT IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SA10


NQRTHEAS'f QUARTER, DISTANT ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE 307.64 FEET SOUTHERLY FROM


SAID NORTHWESTERLY CORNER; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE, 30"I.6A


FEET TD T}lE POINT OF BEGINNING.


IXCEP7ING AND RESERVING UNTO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ANY AND ALL RIGHTS OF


I NGRESS ~0 AND EGRESS FROr^7 THE REAL PROPERTY HEREIN CONVEYED TO OR FROM THE


FREElNAY LYING SOUTHERLY OF SA10 REAL PROPERTY, AS SEf FORIN IN DEED RECORDED


NOVEMBER "35, 1963 IN BOOK D2257 PAGE 979. OFFICIAL RECORDS.


IT !S THE PllRPOSE OF THE FOREGOING EXCEPTION ANO RESERVATION TO PROVIDE THAT NO


EASEMENT OF ACCESS IN AND TO SAID FREEU~AY SHALL ATTACH OR BE APPURTENANT TO THE


PROPERTY HEREBY CONVEYED BY REASON OF THE FACT THAT THE SAME A6UT5 UPON A PUBLIC


WAY ADJDINiN6 SA10 FREEWAY, WITH ACCESS ONLY TO THE FREEPJAY BEING RESTRICTED.


ALSO EXCEPT THEREfROM ALL MINERALS, OIL, GASES AND OTHER HYDROCARBONS BY


IMiATSOEVER NAME KNOWN THAT MAY BE 59TH OR NOT OTHERWISE RESERVED UNDER THE


PARCEL OF LAND HEREINABOVE DESCRIBE6 WITHOUT, HOWEVER, THE RIGHT TO DRiI~ DIG OR


MINE THROUGH THE SURFACE THEREOF, AS EXCEPTED IN THE DEED ABOVE MENTIONED.


PARCEL 6:


THAT PORTION OF THE EAST HALF OF SECTION 8, T04YNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14 WEST, SAN


BERNAROINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT THEREON DESCRIBES AS


FOLLOWS:


BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID EAST HALF DISTANT THEREON


NORTH 0 DEGREES 54'32" EAST 369.68 FEET FROM THE SOt1THWEST CORNER OF SAID EAST


HALF; THENCE NORTH 46 DEGREES 19'16" EAST 1047.46 FEET; THENCE NORTH 35 DEGREES


37'05" EAST 976.26 FEET; THENCE NORTH 49 DEGREES 41'00" EAST 411.66 FEET; THENCE


FROM A TANGENT WHICH BEARS NORTH 28 DEGREES 18'50" EAST NORTHEASTERLY ALONG A


CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY ANO HAVING A RADIUS OF 2170 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL


ANGLE OF 29 DEGREES 14'57" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 1107.77 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO


SAID CURVE NORTH 57 DEGREES 33'47" EAST 295.65 FEET; THENCE NORTH 21 DEGREES


09.'17" EAST 415.75 FEET TO A POINT IN THE EAST LINE OF SA10 SECTION DISTANT


THEREON NORTH 4 DEGREES 2Z'56" WEST 831.11 FEET FROM THE QUARTER CORNER IN SAID


EAST LINE; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST LINE NORTH 4 DEGREES 22'56" WEST 1820.28 FEET,


MORE OR LESS, TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 8; THENCE ALONG THE NORTH







Page ~ DESCRIPTIO~t
Order Nn. 31D06446
L9 NE OF SAID SECT]-ON NQRTH E9 DEGREES 42'36" WEST 259A.66 FEET, A7bRE DR LE55, TD
THE NORTHWEST CDRNER OF SAID EAST HALF OF SAID SECTION 8; THEAICE ALONG SAiD
WESTERLY ZINE DF ~aA1D EAST HALF S011TH 0 DEGREES 54'32"' WEST A935.08 FEET, 1~RORE
OR LESS, TO THE iPOINT OF BEGINNING_


EXCEP7 THDSE PDRTIDNS 'INCLUDED tUITHiN THE SOUTHEAST 4UARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARSER OF THE NDRTH~'EST 4UARTER OF THE S011THEAST RUARTER AND THE SOUTHNIEST
QUARTER Df THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST 4UARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST
QUARTER OF SAID SECTION B.


EXCEPT THEltEFR0A9 53~ OF ALL PETROLEUM, OIL, NATURAL GAS, MINERALS, OR OTHER
HYDROCARBON 57IBSTANCES IN DR UNDER THE LAND DESCRIBED, EXCEPT ALL PETROLEUM,
OIL, hIATURAL CRS. MINERALS OR ANY OTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES IN OR UNDER THE
LANG ABdS~E A DEPTH 'OF 525 FEET FROPA THE SURFACE, WITHOl1T THE RIGHT QF SURFACE
ENTRY, GRANTOR CQVENANTS AND AGREES WITH GRANTEE ANO FOR HIS HEIRS, SUCCESSORS
AND ASSJGNS 7flAT IF GRANTOR DR HIS HEIRS. Sl1CCESSORS AND ASSIGNS SHALL FOR A
PERIQ~ OF 2fl YEARS FJ20~ DATE OF THIS DEED COR~v4ENCE DRILLING OR PAINING OPERATIONS
FOR PETROLEUM, O1L, NATURAL GAS, MINERALS. DR OTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES THE
GRANTEE AN➢ H1S HEIRS, SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TD REMOVE ANY
OR1Li1NG R1GS, TOWERS, OR OTHER STRUCTURES WHICH MAY BE ERECTED TO A HEIGHT
GREATER THAN 2D FEET ABOVE THE SURFACE WITHIN 180 DAYS AFTER THE CESSATION OF
SUCH BRILL7N6 flR ~11NING OPERATIONS BUT IN NO EVEM' MORE THAN 2 YEARS AFTER THE
COMdAENCEldENT THEREOF, AS RESERVED IN THE DEED DATED JULY 9, 1976 AND RECORDED
JULY 20, '~97b AS 1NSTRUh1ENT ND. 1213, QFFICIAL RECORDS.
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R'ATI:R AND Sb:tii'ER ST,R~'IC~ AGRE~MEN'C


IDENTtFICf\TTON.


This Water and Sewer Service Agreement ("AgreemenP') is made and entered


into effective Chis _EZ clay of Oc~ragE~a.~, 2006, by and between PARDEE 1[O~~iL-S,


a California corporation (hereafter "Developer"), and NEWHALL COUNTY WATER


DtS1'R[CT, a public ~k~ater district ("NCWD"), sometimes referred to individually as a "Party'


and collectively as Parties", and is based upon the lollo~ving facts:


2 RECITALS.


A. Developer has the right to acquire approximately Sd8 acres of property in


the unincorporated area of Los Angeles Cuunty known as Pinetree . Said property is described


in Exhibit A and depicted on Exhibit B attached I~ereto (the "Property").


B. Developer has plans to develop the Property for residential use into 494


lots, plus related public facilities Cor fire pro(ection, la~v enforcement and open space parks. The


improved residential lots and related public facilities are laiown as Tract tap No. =1808( and


commonly reRrred to as "Spring Canyon" (hereafter the "DecelopmenP')
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C. In order to accommodate Uie intended residanlial use of the Property,


De~~eloper needs ro obtain a reliable water supply and a means bti~ which wastewater map 6c


cz~Ilected and transmitted to County Sanitation District facilities for treatment and disposal.


D. On October 19, 200Q NCWD issued the County of Los .Angeles a water


seraice 4Vi11 Serve letter far the Development.


E. NCWD provides water on a retail hasis for domestic and fire protection


purposes within its boundaries and operates a sewtige lift station and ~~arious saver transmission


lines in the vicinity of the Property (together "Water and Scs~~er Ser~~icc" and separately "Water


Service" or "Sewer Service" as [he case may be).


F. NCWD ewrently provides Water Senice (iORI groundi~~ater supplies and


front imported rvater purchased from Castaic Lake Water Agency ("CL~VA"), a wholesaler of


imported seater supplies.


G. In order fi r NC~.'D to provide Water and Suter Sen-ice to the Properiy,


certo-~in ne~v water and se~cer facilities ~i~ill have to be ctesi~ned and constructed and other


existing facilities t'or the production, transmission, storag4 and distribution of ~+pater anet ~c'aste


grater operated by NCWD maq have to be upgraded and!ur expanded.


H. NC~~D acknowledges Ihat upon the upgrading of esistin~ water and se~vcr


' system facilities and the constnietion of additional water and se~cer system impro~ernents. and
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provided there is an adequate water supply available, NCWD should he able to ~~rovide Wutcr


and Sewer Service to the Developmci~t, subject to NCltiD's ndes and regulations regarding


Water and Scorer Service.


T. Developer is willing to enter into this Agreement to provide for the design


and constniction of die _additional water and sewer system improaements and ups ailing of


certain existing water and sewer system Facilities required by NC4VD in order for NCWD to


provide Water and Server Service to the Development.


3. AGREEMENCS.


Nd~V, "CHEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:


3.1. DEVELOPER REQUlI2E\9ENTS t\Nll OBLIGATIONS. De~cloper


agrees to perform or cause to be performed the following:


3.1.1. The Parties ackna~eled~e and agree that although some water


and sesvcr facilities necessary to protiide senice to the Development exist, NC~VD cannot no«'


determine or identify what upgrades or additional water and sever facilities need to tae designed


and constructed to accommodate the Development. Acenrdingly, Qe~~cloper shall desien and


construct, or cause [u be designed and conetnicted, al its sole cost and expense in accordance


with NCWD's Standard Specifications (or Constniction, subject to the inspection and reasonable
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approval of NCWD, including approvals of materials, :end in compliance with all legal


requirements and applicable rules and regulations, all upgrades of existing Facilities tincl


additional water and sewer system ficilities i~hich NC'~VD shall masonably cletemiine arc


necessary to provide sereice to the Development (together "Water and Sewer System Facilities"


and separately "bVater System Facilities and "Sewer System Facilities"}. Developer shall pay Cor


or reimburse NCWD for all nut-of-pocket costs (including the reasonable ~ aluc of staff time)


incurred by NCWD in re~~iewing and approving the design of the Water and Sewer System


Facilities in accordance ~a~ith {and subject to) Paragraphs J.1.2( and 3.122 helo4v. The Parties


acknowleJge and agree that, for fidure ptnnning pur~~oses, some of the Water System Facilities


may be designed and constructed Frith excess capacity a~ oversized to accommodate future


growth. To the extent Developer incurs actual reasonable costs in excess of the reasonable


design and construction costs related to the ~Vatcr System Facilities necessary to support and


accommodate Qnly the Development and not future groi~~th, Developer shall be entitled to be


reimbursed For such excess costs pursuant to Paragraph 3J.5 below.


3.1.2. NCWD has approved Developer's rclention of RRP Consulting


("RBF") to provide design sen~ices Cor the Water a~~d Sewer System facilities. A report


prepared by RBF entitled Water and Waste~~~a[er Analysis that identifies the facilities needed to


adequately provide the De~•clupment with tivater and sewer sen ice is attached hereto as Gxhibit


"D". Subject to the reasonable approval of NCWD and, turther, subject to the regturements of


this Agreement, Developer shall enter into a contract with a general contractor or contractors for


the construction of the Water and Sewer Svsteni F~cilitics.
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3.1.3. Prior to the commencement of any construction Mork, Developer


shall provide to NCP,'D a policy or certificate of liability insurance in ~~hich NC~VD is named as


an additional insurcct, along with its directors, officers, employees, agents, consultants,


engineers, attorneys and volunteers, against all claims arising ottt of or in connection with the


work to be performed. The policy (or policies} of insurance shall remain in fuU force and effect


«ntil the work is accepted by NC WD. NCWD, its directors, officers, employees, agents,


consultants, engineers and voltmteers shall be covered as additional insureds under the insurance


provided by Developer with respect to ltie following: liability arisine out of activities performed


by or on behalf of Developer or any contractor or subcontractor, piroducts and completed


operations of Developer or sny contractor or subcontractor; premises owned, occupied or used


by Developer or any contractor or suUco~trac[or, or automobiles nwncd, leased, hired or


borrowed by Developer or any contractor or suhcontractor. 7'he coverage shall contain no


special limitations on the scope of protection afforded the additiunal insureds. The above-


referenced insurance policy (or policies) shall be furnished at Developer's expense, in a forth and


with insurance companies authorized to do business and having an agent Cur service of process in


California and an "A-" policyholder's rating and a financial rating of at least Class VIII in


accordance with die most recent Bes('s insurance Guide, or if Best's is na longer puhlished,


comparable ratings frum a service reasonably acceptable to NCWD_ Such insurance, in oddition


to the multiple additional named insured endorsements set forth above, shall he broad form


commercial general liability insurance in the amounts set forth beloGr, and shill cuntai❑


additional endorsements providing as folloties: (i) blanket contracaial li~biliry coverage fur


Developer or contractor indemnification obligations owing to Disll9c{ ~~~ a~~~ers pursuant to this


Agreement and any agreements behveen Developer and contractor(s); (ii) coverage for
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explosion, collapse, underground excavation and remo<<al of lateral support; (iii) that the


insurance may not be canceled or mduccd until thirty (3~) days after NCbVD has actually


reccive~ «~ritten notice of such cancellation or reduction; (iv) "cross liability" or "sevcrability of


interesC` coverage for al! insureds under the policy or policies; (v)that any other insurance


maintained by NCWD or any other named or additional insured is excess insurance, and not


contributing insurance with the insurance required herein; and (vi) that the coverage alFurded the


additional insureds shall not be ai'fected by any failure of Developer, contractor or 1ny


subcontractor to comply with repotting requirements or od~cr provisions of the policy or }~olicics,


including breaches oftvarranties. The amount ofcoverage shall be no Iess than the following:


(a) General bodily injury and property damage - Fi~~e N(illion


Dollars ($5,000,000) per ocemrenec, and aagregatc.


(b) Automobile bodily injury and property dumaoc Five


Million Dollars ($x,000,000) per ocetirrenee, including o~~~ned, non-o~~med


and hired autos, and providing eo~Fer~ge for loading and unloading.


The evidence of insurance required to be provided to NCtiVD


shall ind«de original copies of the ISO CG 2010 (or insurer's equivalent) signed by die insw'er's


representatiac ~md cerlilicate(s) of insu~nnce (Accord Fonn 25-S or equivalent) rctlectin~ the


existence of the required insurance. Commercial genersl liability insurance mist include


IQCWD's and Developer's Protective Covernoe, Products-Completed Operations Co~eragc,
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Premises-Operations Coverage, and covera,e of NC~VD's facilities dining the course of


constn~ction.


peveloper shall insure that the contractor and all subcontractors


performing work on the Water and Se~~~er System Facilities are aware of the provisions of


Section 3700 oFthe California Libor Code which requires every employer [o be insured against


liability for workers' compensation or to underl:~ke self-insurance in accordance with the


provisions ot~ [hat code, and that all contractors tivifl comply with such provisions before


commencing the performance of the work under any agreement with Developer. Developer shall


insure that the contractor xnd subcontractors keep workers' compensation insurance for their


employees in effect during perfom~ance of all work covered or contemplated by tliis Agreement.


3.1.4. Subject to die terms and conditions contained herein, Developer


shall pay dimna the terns of this Agreement NC~VD's prevailing chmges for any plan checking,


meters, inspection, meter setting, meter boxes, check valves and other outside services


concerning the Development in uceordauce with NCWD Rules and Regulations and as set forth


in Paragraph 3.1.21, 6e1o~3~. For purposes of this Agreement, a "prey-ailing charge" shall mean a


charge that is imposed generally throueh aut the Pinetree Sen~icc Area for comparable uses.


3.1.5. De~~eloper shall pa}r all sums otiving to NC~VD under its policies,


ndes and regu(atio~s for water ser~~ice corutection fees under the Connection Fee Policy for the


Pinetree Sen~ice Ares end other eharees and Fees, prior to commencement of LVa~er Service ro


the Developmct~L Developer acknowledges NCLb'p (tas delivered a copy of the Connection Pee
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Policy to Developer_ l'he Watcr Connection Fces are subject to adjustment pursuant to the


CotmecCion Fee Policy. Water Connection Fecs shall he ealculatetl in accordance with the


Comiectian Fce Policy in effect at the time such fees arc paid.


3.1.5.1. Developer aclrnowledges that the Water Connection


Fees adopted 6y the Connectian Pee Pulicy constitute the sum of two component fees:


(1) a h~taster Plan Facilities Fee based un the reasonable cost of designing and


constructing new Water System P~cilities required to serve the Development; and (2) a


Sack-Up facilities Fee based upon the reasonable cost of replacing, repairing and


maimaining existing NCWD water system t:~cilities which will support and benefit the


Development.


3. L~.2. Developer shall pay to NCWD ll~e Back-Up Facilities


Feo portion of the bVater Connection Fees in cash For any connection in the Development


ut or beFore the time Developer obtains a huildine permit for such residence or other


facility. Developer's payment of all costs relu[cci to the design and construction of the


Water System Facilities s1~a11 constitute fill payment of the iVTaster Plan Facilities Fee


portion of the Connection Fees for the Development.


3.1.53_ During Hie cow se of constriction of the Water


System Facilities, Developer shall prepare and submit [u NC~V"D periodic accountings in


such form as NCWD ntay reasonably require, certified as correct by Developer, which set


forth in detail atl expenditures made by Developer in connection with the design and
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constniction of the Water System Facilities during the preceding reporting period. Such


statements shall be submitted by Developer periodically as the Varties shall agree, but not


less frequently titan each calendar quarter (January I, April 1, July 1 and October 1)


~ihile the ~V;~ter Sys[cm Facilities aze under construction. Developer shall also submit


such supporting or additional documenta4on pertaining to such expenditures as NCR~D


may reasonably reyuire, including but not limited to al] billings and invoices related to


said work and xll records of Developer relating to said constnietion, ~vhieh shall be


subject to audit and verification by NCbVD.


3.1.S.d. After completion of construction of all 4t'ater System


Eacilitres and conveyance to and acceptance diereoF by NCWD pursuant to Para}~aph


3.1.27 below, Developer shall submit a final accounting for NC4VD's approval


summarizing all expenditures related to fhc Water System Facilities. 'Chereafter, the


Parties shall negotiate in good faith using their best efforts to reach agreement an the


amount of expenditures incumeJ and paid by Developer because the Water System


Facilities were oversized or designed ~~•iih excess capacity t~ aceonunodate future growth


in the Pinetrec Service Area. JF the Parties cannot reach such agreement n-ithin thirty


(30) calendar days after submission of Developer's final accounting, the Parties shall


jointly prepare a statement of each Party's linal posi(ion with respect to such excess


expenditures. Thereafter, the Parties shall jointly appoint a single neutral arbitrator with


engineering andlor constniction expenses to determine said ainottnt and, if the Parties


cannot so a~;rec ~vitl~i~~ seven (7) calendar days, il~ey shall apply to American Arbitration


Association (",~1A") ro appoint a qualified arbitrator to make such detem~ination. In


-9-


D'-~a~.umm.u~d Sn~in6~ cLMeS lncal5annfiQm~yvrmy In~amv Pila'pLN2?'.lvg i'v~e S~umSC~n IO.O+.U6 ,k.c







either event, the arbitrator appointed shall conduct such hearings) as the arbitrator, in his


ar her sole discretion, deems necessary and/or appropriate, lout may only selecC the final


offer of either Party as set tbrth in the joint statement as the appropriate amount. The


Party whose final proposal is not selected by the arbitrator stall pay all costs associated


tivith the arbitrator's determination, including the arbitrator's fee and costs, and all


expenses and charges of the Af1A related thereto. The arbitrator shall render his or her


decision within Fftcen ((~) calendar days of appointment by the Parties or tWA.


3.I.S.S. Deti~eloper shall he entiNed to be reimbursed by


NCWD for such excess expenditures as deterntined in Paragraph 3.1.5.4., above, in


accordance with the following fonnulu:


EE
_ $ per edu


ed u


EE: Excess Expenditures


cdu: number of connections outside the Development
which NCGVD designed the Water System
Facilities to accommuclate as fiiture growth.


Reimbursements by NC WD shall be paid over Lo Developer within thirty (30) days after


NC~ND rcecives pa}nnent of ~i Back-iJp Facilities Fee payment from a person, developer


or entity actually connecting, to the Water System Facilities. Such payment shall be


accompanied by an accounting shoving ho~v the payment was calculated. Developer's


right la recei~c reimburseiuent under this Paragraph 3.L~S. is subject to the right of


District to oFf=set against any sums payable [o De~~eloper [he amount or any indebtedness
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due or ovine by Developer to District. Further, Developer's right to receive


reimbursements hereunder shall terminate twelve (12) years after the dale District accepts


the transfer and conveyance of the Water System Facilities from Developer under


Paragraph 3.1.27.


3.1.6 Developer shall pay all sums owing to NCWD under its policies,


rules and regulations for Sewer Service Connection Fees under the Sewer Connection Tee Po)icy


for the Pinetree Are:3. Said payment shall be made in cash at or before the time Developer


obtains a building peRnit for any residence or other facility within the Development. Developer


acknowledges [hut NCWD is no~v in the process uFdeveloping the Sever Connection Fee Policy


for the Pinetree Area, which policy will specify that Sever Service Connection Fecs will be


subject to adjushnent from time to time by NC~~D. Sewer Connection Fees will be calculated in


accordance widt the Sewer Connection Fee Policy in effect at the time such fees are paid.


Developer shall not naV any such tees until after NCbVD has adopted the Se~i~er Connection Fee


Policy estabfishins the Suter Service Comiection Hees.


3. L6.1. The Parties anticipate that the Saver Connection Fec


Policy ~viil establish a Fee composed of htro p.irts: (() a Plaster Plan Facilities Fee which


shall be the actual cost of dasigning and constructing nen~ seiner system facilities, or


upgrading existing sewer facilities, required to serve the Development; and (2) a Back-


Up Facilities Fee basal upon the reasonable cost of replacing, repairing and maintaining


existing NCND sever system Facilities which Gviil support the Development.
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3.1.0.2. Developer sh~il pay to NC~W the Back-Up Lacilities


Fee portion of the Sever Connection Fees in cash for any connection in the Development


at or before die lime Dc;vetoper obtains a building permit for the structure or facility to be


connected ro or through NCWD's Sewer System Facilities. Developer shall also pay all


costs related to the design and construction of nctiv Sever System Facilities, or the


up~ading or expansion of existing Seer System Facilities, if any, necessary to provide


Sewer Service to the Development.


3.1.6.3. Developer shall submit upon completion of


construction a financial statement and accountine For NC4VD approval summarizing all


expendihires incurred and p2id by Developer in designing, constn~ctin~ and upgrading


the Seµ~er System Facilities, with such additional supporting documentation as may be


reasonably reyuested by NCWD.


11,7. Developer shall pay to CLWA alI connection or other fees


established by CI.~VA relating to Water Service to die Property and the Development.


3.1.8_ Developer shall acquire and Transfer, at its sole cost and expense,


:my and all easements and other interests in real property within the Development Which are


reasonably necessary Cor the construction and operation of die Water ~md Se~~~er S}'stem


Tacili[ies, together ~a~ith title insurance shouii~e. title vested in NC~~'D as to each casement or


other interest, in an amount valued at not less than Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ('$25,000)


each. If' NCWD determines there are other easements andior real property inter~sls outside the


~?
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Uound~ries of the Development which arc necessary in order for NCt~'D to provide bVater or


Sever Service to tl~e Development, [he Parties shall cooperate fn good faith to obtain such


easements or real property interests. All costs associated with acyuisitimi of such easements or


real property interests shall be paid by Developer.


3. L9. Developer shall comply, and require that the contractor and all


subcontractors comply, with applicable laws, ndes, regulations and requirements related to or


connected in any way with the design and constniction of the Water and SeGver System Facilities,


including but not limited to the prevailing wage requirements relating to public improvements.


3.1.10. Developer shall be~~eficinlly use water provided by District


pursuant to this Agreement solely and only in connection with the Deg-clopment on the Property.


3.1.1 L To the (iiltest extent pem~itted by law, Developer shall


indemnify and hold harniless NCWD, its directors, officers, agents, employees, consultants and


volunteers (togedter "indemnified Parties") consultants and volunteers from and against alI


claims, damages, losses, expenses, and other costs, including, but not limited to, costs of defense


and attomcys' fees, arising out of or resuliin~ From or in connection with the design or


constriction of the Waler and Sewer System Facilities, the Development ar the Property {tile


"Work"), both on and off il~e job site, pro~~ided that uny such liability (1) is attributable to


personal injury, bodily injury, siclaiess, disease or death, nr to injury to or destn~etion of tangible


property, including the loss of use resulting therefrom, and (2) is caused in whole or in past by an
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nc[ or omission of Developer, contractor, any suhcontractor, any supplier, anyone directly or


indirectly employed by any of [hem or anyone for whose acts or omissions any of them may be


liable, except to the extent caused by the active ncoligence or ~villCul misconduct Qf any one of


the Indemnified Parties, in which case, such indemnity shall not apply. The obligation hereunder


shall nol he abridged, reduced or discharged by the maintenance of insw~ance by 1ny contractor


or Developer. Developer shall indemnify and hold harmless the Indenmilied Parties from and


against all losses, expenses, damages (including damages to the Property ur Water and Sever


System Facilities), attorneys' tees, and other costs, including all costs oFdefense, which any of


diem may incur with respect to the faihirc, neglect, or refusal of Developer or any contractor to


faithfully perform the bVork and/or any of their oUligations under this Agreement ur under any


agrzement between Developer and contractor.


3.1.12. To the extent Lleveloper requires the use of constniction water,


such water shall he provided through a separate meter and in accordance with the NC~VD Rules


and Regulations in effect at tl~e time the permit is issued for the construction tivork


3.1.13. [Jpon completion oFthe Water god Sewer System Facilities, and


concurrently with acceptance (hereof by NCLVD as hereinafter provided, Developer shall provide


NCWD with as-built dra~viiigs depicting the bValer and Se~~er Sysletn Facilities.


3.1.14. All work relating ro the Water and Sewer System Facilities shall


be pertorn~ed or supervised by a general contractor possessing that class of contractors lirense


issued pursuant to Division 3, Chapter 9, of the Business and Professions Code roquirecl Ibr
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con; ~~i~°lion oC the said Facililics. Tl~e general contractor ~vi(h whom Developer proposes to


enter into a contract for construction of any WuCer or Sewer System PacilitV shall be subject to


the ; casrniable prior approval of NCWD. The approved general contractor retained by Developer


is s:~i;+crimes referred to herein as the "Cantractor." Developer shall secure from the Contractor


and piv~~ ide to NC WD the follawing inforniation for review and approval by NCWD:


3.L14.1. Information regarding the Contractor's experience,


financial condition and business references ro he set forth on the form attached as


Exhibit E. Contractor shill have at least fine (5) years' espericnce in performing similar


work.


3.L14.~. The Contractor's Licensing StaCement in the forni


attached as Exhibit P.


3.1.1x3. Tt~c names and addresses of subcontractors, if any,


w'ho will perform work under the contract between Developer and Contractor or who will


specially fabricate and install a portion of the worn, shall be set forth on the form


attached as Exhibit G. The contract between Contractor and Developer sh111 provide that


subcontractors may not be substiwted without NCWD`s prior approval. Contractor may


not subcontract for more dean fith~ percent (50%} of the ~~~ork to be perfornied under its


contract with Developer.
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3.1.15. NCtivD shall at reasonable times and upon reasonable notice


have access to the Det-elopment, the Property and sites where bVater and Sewer System Facilities


are under constn~ciion or being installed and shalt be provided with every opportunity for


ascertaining full knowledge respecting the progress, workmanship, and character oPthe materials


and equipment used and employed in constniction of said Facilities. Contractor shall give at


least forty-eight (48) hours notice to ~ICWD in advance oP any wort. being perPornted on a


SaWrday, Sunday or holiday designated by NCWD, or for more than cighL (8} hours in a work


day. Contractor shall hive at leas[ twenty-Four (24) hours notice [o ~iCWD in advance of back


filling or otl~envise covering any part of the said Facilities constructed so that NCWD may, if


desired, inspect such wort: beFnre it is concealed. The observation, if any, by NCVJD of the


construction of the said Facilities shall not relieve Developer or Contractor of any of their


obligations under this Agreement. Detective work shall be made good, and materials and


equipment fumishcd and work performed vrhich is not in accordance with the approved plans,


and NC~VD's cmTent Sttii~dard Specifications fir ConstrucRon, may be rejected nutwithstandin~


the fact that such matcrf3ls, equipment and work have been previously inspected by NCWD.


3. LIG. Developer shill have n written agreement tivi~h Contractor, which


agreement shall incorporate by reference the terms and conditions o~ this Agreement and shall


contain a provision Uy tivhich the Contracror agrees to be bound by the terms and conditions of


this Agreement. A fully executed copy of the agreement bet~vicen Developer and Contractor


shall be detracted to NCWD prior to commencement of Mork by the Contractor,
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3. L 17. Prinr to ContractoPs commencement of constniction oP Ote


Water and Sewer System Facilities, Developer shall fiimish and deliver to NC~VD a bond with a


responsible corporate surety or corporate sureties reasonably aceept~ble to NCWD conditioned


upon the faithful performance by Developer of all covenants and conditions of this Agreement


with respect to the construction of [he Water and Sever System Facilities. Said bond shall be in


the forn~ attached herero as Exhi6iYH and shall be in an amount dial is not Icss than one hundred


percent (I p0%) of'the total amoirot payable under Contractor's agreement with Developer for the


constniction of the Water and SeGver System Facilities.


31.18. Prior to commencement of work, Developer shall furnish a


paymenk bond. Said payrttent bond shall be in a sum not less titan one hundred percent (l00%)


of the total amount payable under contractor's agreement with Developer for the construction of


the Water and Setiver System Facilities, anct shall he on thz mandatory form attached hereto as


Exhibit I.


3. L I ). The surety or sureties on any bond Furnished hereunder must he


reasonably satisfactory to NCWD. If during the course of construction any of the sureties in the


reasonable discretion of NCWD are ur become insaflicien(, NCtVD may require additional


sufficient sureties which the Contractor shall famish to the satis(iction of NCWD ~rithin fifteen


(1 S) calendar days after written notice thereof.


3.1.2 . Developer shall pruritic T1ClVD n~ith a schedule for consu-uction


of the Water and Sever System Facilities and shall keep NCWD advised of the schedule and
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progress of work. The construction work hereunder sha11 not continence unless (a) there has


been apre-constnic[ion meeting with representatives of NCWD, Developer and Contractor in


attendance; {h) NCWD has been given ~vritlen notice of the n.zme and telephone number of


Contractor's job supemllendent who shall be Contrnctor's representative at [he job site and shall


have autliority to act on behalf of Contractor, and the name and telephone number oI


Contractor's alternate in the Brent the job superintendent is unavailable; and (c) NCWD has been


given at least five (5} business days written notice of the commencement of construction.


Construction of Lhc Water and Sever System Facilities shall commence within thirty (30) days


after the pre-construction meeting and shall be completed (except For minor punchlist itetns)


within hvo (2) years after commencement. Developer shall not he deemed in (~reacl~ of tl~is


Agreement because of delays in completion of constn~etion of the Water end Seaver System


Facilities due to unforeseeable causes beyond (he reasonable control and without the fault of


Developer andior Contractac Developer shall include such time for completion in its agreement


with Contractor.


3.1.21. Developer shall pay NC~~D's prevailing charges for meters,


inspection, meter setting, conlraet administration, Water Connection Fees, Sewer Connection


Fees, meter hoses, check valves, meter jumpers and outside services then in effect upon issuance


of a building permit For any residence within the Development. 7'he prevailing charges us of the


dace hereof are:
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(a) Meter, meter boxes and va(~cs X345.64 each meter
boxes and valves


(b) Meter setting $SO.00cach


(c) NC~VD Labor, Equipment, $Billed at Cost
and Material


(d) Water Com~ection Fees $ To ~e determined in
(Pinetree Service Area) accordance with the


applicable policy


{e} Sever Connection lees $ To be determined in
accordance with the
applicable policy to be
adopted by NCWD


(~ Contract Administration $Billed as provided
and Inspection in Paragraph 3.1 ~2


(g} Outside sen~iees $ Bilted at Cost


Total $ To be determined


3.122 Developer shall pay to NCWD a Pee for NCWD's design,


inspection and contract administration costs and services equal to hvo point twenty-fi~~c percent


(225°l0) of the Total Project Cost incorrect by Developer For the design and constriction of the


Water and Sewer System FaciliCies, exclusive of any and all other payments to NCWD under


Paragraph 3.1.21, above. Prior to commencement oCwork, Developer shall pay one-half (!-i) the


inspection and contract administration fees owed to NCWD based on die agreements) between


Developer and Coutractur(s). Thereafter, Developer shall pay NCWD one-half (%:) o£ the


b~ilance of such fees one (1) year otter commenceme»t of work and the remainder rivo (?) years


aRer corr~mencement of work My incretise in the cost of design and constriction by change


order, or othervise, shat] result in a con~csponding increase in the inspection and contract


administration fees payable to NCWD.
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3J.23. All work related to constniction of die Water and Server System


F'aeilities is for the co~~venience of and at the request of Developer, evho shall be solely


respnnsibir for all costs and expenses in connection therewith. NCWD shill not be responsihle


to Contractor or its subcontractors, suppliers or matcrialmen For such ~~~ork. Developer shall not


permit liens or claims of any type to be enforced against the Water end Sewer System Facilities,


however such liens or claims may arise. Regardless of the merits of uny such lien or claim,


Developer shall, wilhi~ ten (10) business days oPChe assertion thereof, cause said claim to be


discharged or provide a bond releasing such claim, in a Corm reasonably satisfactory to NCWD.


3.1.24. The agreement behveen Developer and Contractor shall req~~ire


that: (a) Contractor shall condnet its operations so as to avoid injury or damage to any person or


property, and to minimize any ~bstniction and inconvenience to the public; (b) Contractor shall


comply with all applicable laws or regulations relating to the work wider the agreement with


Developer, including safety measures applicable in particular operations or kinds oC work;


(c) Contractor shall proG~ide and maintain such fences, barriers, directional signs, lights, and flag


men as are necessary to give adequate ~4•arning to the public at all times of an_y dangerous


conditions to be encounicred as a result of the eonswction work and to give directions to the


public; and (d) Contractor shall be solely and completely responsible for conditions of the job


site, including safety of all persons and properly during construction of the Water ai d Setiver


System facilities.
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3.1.25. Developer guarantees all work against defects in G~~orkmansliip


or materials for a period of cane (1) year alter IVC~VD's acceptance of lice Water And Sever


Systc~n i~acili[ies. Developer shall repair or rcmave and replace any and all such +work, together


with ary other work which may be displaced in so doing, drat is Cound to he defective in.


~oork~n~ul,hip and/or materials within said une (I) year period, without expense whatsoever to


NCWD. In the event of a Failure by Developer to comply with the above-mentioned conditions


within seven (7).business days after being notified in writing, NC~hlD shall be antitled to have


the defects remedied and [he work repaired or replaced at [hc expense of Developer. Developer


agrees [o pay ail such expenses promptly on demand therefore by NCWD. The perCorn~ance


bond and the payment bond shall continue in full Force and effect for the guarantee period.


Additionally, Developer shall provide NCWD with any manufacturer warranties that may be


applicable to materials or equipment included in the Water and Sewer System Facilities.


3J.2G. Developer shall protect snd maintain the Water and Sever


System Facilities through comple(ion thereof and until transferred to NC~~ID pursu~ut lQ


Paragraph 3.1.27, below. In the event all or any part of the Water and Sever System Facilities


are clamtiged or destroyed prior to Developer transferring flee same to NCWD, Developer sha11


repair or replace said Facilities witliout cost to NCbVD.


3.127. Upon coiupletion of constnic[ion, the tiVater and Setiver System


Facilities shall be transferred and conveyed try Developer iv NC WD free and clear of all liens,


claims and encumbrances and shall become the property of NC~VD upon acceptance thereof for


operation, maintenance, and repair by NC4VD. NC~VD may require Developer to provide a
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deed, bill of sale, or other ins[n~ment of conveyance, conveying the Water and Sewer System


Facilities Crom Developer to NC4VD.


3.1.28. Should die Property or Development require irrigation water,


Devzloper shall apply For service through a separate meter in accordance with NC WD rules anct


regulations. NCbVD reserves the rigirt to limit imgation water to off-peak hours between 10:00


p.m. end 3:00 a.m. except for the landscape installation period. Developer shall cause its


landscaping [o he planted over a reasonable period of time so that pardons of the landscaping


will be watered in sequence rather than all al one time. NCWD will not be liable for any losses


or damages to the landscaping due m ehc lack of water.


3.1.29. Developer shall provide NC4VD tvith an estimate of the amount


of water required for irrigation including irriea~ion of slopes, green hells, parkways and open


spsces. "Che estimate shall include the daily water demand. Developer shill also provide NC W D


it~ith a written statement shon~ing the types of spriitJc(ers and controllers it proposes to use.


Developer's irrigation system shall include sensors for moisture, temperature and wind, and


de~~ices which will tum ofF water when there is adequate moisture in the ~rotmd, when the


temperature is excessiaely warm and when there is excessive wind. Wiien Developer provides


NC'WD with its estimated irrigation needs, Developer's report shall include the period


commencing n=ith initial planting through the period when the landscaping is established.


3.130. 8etore NC WD will provide ~~'ater Service to tl~e Develo}~ment,


and at (east-two (2) tviceks prior to pow~ing concrete footings and Fou~dntion slabs for residences


~~
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and any other improvements consmicted within [he Development, Developer must request


temporary meter jumpers. Developer ~~~ill he responsible For providing a list of names and Iot


numbers, along with maps pertaining to thejumper request Developer shall also be responsible


for obtaining the jumpers From the NC14j[7 Gti~arehouse and for their installation. Upon jumper


installation, a water account will be established and aTwenty-Four Dollar 024.00) monthly Ilat


fee will be charged for each jtunpec Jumpers will be used at individual lots in the Development


solely for plumbing pressure tests, concrete, block or brick finish work, plastering, scratch,


brown and color coat, and labor and taol clea~rup. All other use of jumpers is prohibited and


will be considered as w~authorized ~t~ater use under NCIUll's Rules and Regulaliuns. Landscape


meters must 6e requested prior to hydro seeding of hillsides and greenbelt areas, or any other


landscaping in the Development. At least one week prior to landscaping individual lots within


the Development, Developer shall request meter bones. Developer will be responsible For


obtaining all meter boxes from the NC1VD warehouse, and installing meter boxes to final Bade


behind the sidewalks. Developer shall also be responsible for locating and diaeing out angle


stops, venfyin~ ankle slop size, type and correct positions, and cutting oC migle stop down to


grade per NCWD specifications. Upon inspection by NGWll and the above criteria being met,


meters will he installed by NC'~VD. Deve)r~per also shall be responsible for ensuring that the


Contractor, and any suhcontractors working at the Development, comply with NCWD rules and


reeid~[ions regarding sefting, location, and maintenance of meters duri~~g constn~etion.


3.L3L Developer shall have the responsibility to ascertain the fire Flow


requirements for the Property and Hie De~•clupment. NCWD neither guarantees nor agrees to


23 -


n na~~~m: ~i sau~p, sn~rms t~~ni sao~~~,•.rr~m.,u•~ mmmn ray: o~n.; rvs e.ve«=c~~~ecn~ ro u i ~n,i.,.







supply ti~ater in any specific quantities, qualities or pressures for fire flow, domesCic use or for


any other purpose ~vhatsocvcr and no such obligations shall he implied.


3.132. Developer hereby agrees to indemnify, defend and hold harmless


NCWD from all claims, liabilities, causes of action, liens, expenses, or damages of any type,


including reasonable attorneys' fees. and expenses, incurred by NC~nlD arising from any claim,


action or proceeding under the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public


Resources Code $$2100Q et seg} related to the Development or connected in any way with the


Water or Sewer System Facilities constn~cted by Developer or from any c6a(lenges to lliis


Agreement or NCWD's right and aulhonty to enter into or perform under this Agreement. With


respect to aop claim for ~~•hieh NC4VD has requested indemnification under [his Section 3.L32,


Developer shall assume the defanse of any related litigation, arbitration or other proceeding,


provided that NCbVD may, at its election and expense, participate in such defense. At


Developer's reasonable request, NCWD will cooperate with Developer in the preparation of any


defense to any such claim, and Developer brill reimburse [~lCWD For any reasonable expenses


incurred in connection rvith such request.


3. I .~i3. A failure by Developer to complete construction of the Water


System F7cilities and commence tiVnter Service to the Development within five (5) years from


the effective date of this Agmement sh:+ll relieve rTCWLI of any obligation to provide water


service to the Development under dais Agreement. However, the Parties recognize that


completion of the entire De~relopment tivithin that time frame may not reasonably be nssured.


Therefore, NCWD agrees Io extend the ti~vte for comm~ncemenl of water service for an
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additional hvo (2) years, provided Developer. (a) undertakes the construction of the Facilities


within sixteen (16) months after execution of this Agreement (b} demonstrates that it is


proceeding with reasonable diligence to complete the Development; and (c) applies for an


extensio~i of time before this Aerecrncnt expires. Further, if the seven (7) year period noted


above in this subparagraph has expired and Water Service to the Development has not


commenced despite Developer's diligent good-faith perFornia~iec of all obligations under this


Agreement, Developer may request in writing a Curthcr extension of the deadline to commence


Water Service to the Development to a date certain, which request may be granted or denied by


NCWD, in its sole discretion.


3.2. NCWD REQUIREMENTS ANQ OBLIGATIONS. Promptly upon fill


performance of this Agreement by Developer and liGll and complete compliance with NCWD's


Rules and Regulations, and provided there is an adequate supply of ~~~ater available, NCWD shall


provide Water Service and Sever Service to the Dctire(opment in acwrdanec with NCWD's


Rules and Regulations.


3.3. DEVELOPER AND NCGVD AGREE:


3.3.1. Neither Developer, nor the Contractor is the ~i~ent or


representative ofNCWD. Neither has any authority ~n bird NCWC~.


33.2. Developer acirnowledees chat NCWD's ~valer supply may he a


blend of grow~d~vater and State Water Project water and, as a result, certain chemicals and
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minerals may concentrate in NCWD's water supply. De~~eluper acknowledges that it may be the


nature oC the water to he corrosive anal hove corrosive eftects on water facilities. Deaeloper


acknowledges thst certnin materials utilized for the com~eyance of water may be more


susceptible than others to corrosion and its related effects.


3.3.3. NCbVTS will no( provide any type ol~ Water Sen~ice [u the


Property andlor Development unless and until- (i) Developer has designed and constn~cted the


Water and Setiver.System Facilities and said Facilities have been donated [o and accepted by


NCWD as contemplated by this Agreement; (ii) all fees, charges and other amounts due [o


CLWr1 and NC WD heretmder, by la~v and in accordance ~<<idi the applicable Rules and


Regulations of CLWA and NCWD, have been paid; and (iii) alb requirements of CFQA have


been met with respect to the Development.


4. MISCELLANEOUS PROVIS1pNS.


4J. At any action at la~v or in equity, indudina an action For dedaritury relief


seeking to interpret or enforce the terms of this Agreement, the prev.iiling Party shall be entitled


to recover a reasonat~le amount as attorneys' fees xnd cots incurred in prosecuting nr defending


such action, including any dispute submitted to arbitration, in addition to any other relief to


which the Party is entitled.


4.2 Except as may othenvisc be provided herein. the rights and obligations of


Developer under this Agreement are not ;~ssi,gnable ~vitl~out die written consent of NC1VD and
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an} ~~rior ivri(tcn consent of NCWD shall not operate ro release, excuse or discharge Developer


from any ~f its obligations under this Agrcemen[.


43. This Agreement and the application or interpretation tliereoF shall be


gu• ~~ nod exclusively by its terns and by the laws of the State of California. Venue for alI


ptn'j;oses shall he deemed to lie.within Los Angeles County, California, and any action to enForoe


this Agreement or for any remedies, damages or other relief shalt Ue brought only in [he State


CouRs of the State of California For. the County of Los Angeles or in the United States District


CourC, Central District of California.


4.=t. Subject ro Che provisions relauing to assignment, each and all of the terms,


conditions and agreements herein contained shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the


successors and assigns of the Paities hereto_


=1.5. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the Parties with


respect to the sut~jecl matter hereof and no amendment, modification or alteration of the terms


hereof s6a11 be binding unless the same is in writing, dated subsequent to the date hereof amd


duly approved and esecuC~d by each of the Parties.


d.(. Developer represents that the person or persons esecutina [his Agreement


on its behalFhave the fiill and complete authority to do so, end NC~VD represents and warrants
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[> ~Ocmmnb and 5eninys:SM1ccldLLonl Sn~mgst~~nryc~uy ininnn Files OLK2T W.5 YarJcc Spin6ti ~rv~0 t r 9n.6k







that the execution of this Agreement by its representative has been duly authorized by NCWD's


Board o(Directors.


Executed at SRNtA Gl.AR1TA ,California.


NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT


"~r~~ J


~/ f


~~.


Its: General Manager


PARDEE


u5:
Vice


a California corporation


ent, Community Development


_ 7g_
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -WATER
TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.)


Page 111


TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018


The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:


A water system maintained by the water purveyor (including off-site pump station),
with appurtenant facilities to serve all lots in the land division, must be provided.
The system shall include fire hydrants of the type and location (both on-site and off-
site) as determined by the Fire Department. The water mains shall be sized to
accommodate the total domestic and fire flows.


2. Provide a "W ritten Verification" and supporting documents from the water supplierto
indicate the availability of a "Su~cient Water Supply' as required per Section
66473.7 of the Subdivision Map Act (SB 221 } prior to filing any map or parcel map
to the satisfaction of Public Works and the Department of Regional Planning.


3. Install off-site water mainline to serve this subdivision to the satisfaction of
Public Works.


4. Easements (including off-site easements) shall be granted to the County,
appropriate agency or entity for the purpose of ingress, egress, construction, and
maintenance of all infrastructures constructed for this land division to the
satisfaction of Public Works.


5. Submit landscape and water efficient plans for each open space lot in the land
division, with landscape area greater than 500 square feet, in accordance with the
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.


~~ Prepared by Tonv Khalkhali Phone (6261458-4921 Date 09-04-2018
V48086-4wa-new.doc
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~►: ~~~ ', COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT
~~,p FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION


Land Development Unit
5823 Rickenbacker Road


Commerce, CA 90040
Telephone (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783


CASE NUMBER: RPPL2018004065 MAP DATE: August 14, 2018


PROJECT NUMBER: TR48086 —Amendment Map and Amendments to DPW
conditions and Traffic Mitigation Measure.


THE FIRE DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS AS PRESENTLY SUBMITTED.


ALL PREVIOUSLY APPROVED FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS AND
REQUIREMENTS ARE STILL APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT.


For any questions regarding the report, please contact Juan Padilla at (323) 890-4243
or Juan.Padilla@fire.lacounty.gov.


Reviewed by: Juan Padilla Date: September 11, 2018
Page 1 of 1







~,a°"'°'w~-, LOS ANGELES COUNTY , '' ̀"''+.,~


~t ~'j DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
,,r̀ ~ 


c _


s̀~.~„„~.~"~ PARK OBLIGATION REPORT .`•~•~~.~••~'`~~


Tentafive Map # 48086 DRP Map Date: 0811412018 SCM Date: 09I2012D18 Report Date: 09/11/2018


Park Planning Area # 438 CSD: NIA Map Type: Amendment Map -Tract


Total Units 492 = Proposed Units 492 + F~cempt Units


Park land obligation in acres or in-lieu fees:


ACRES: 4.59


IN-LIEU FEES: $167,145


Sections 2124.340, 2124.350, 2128.120, 2128.130, and 2128.140, the County of Las Angeles Code, Tille 21, Subdivision OrUinance provide that


the County will determine whether the developments park ohligatlon is to 6e met by:


i) the dedication of land for public or private park puryose or,


2) the payment of in-lieu fees or,


3) the provision of amenities or any wmbination of the above.


The specifc determination of how the park obligation will be satisfetl will be basetl on the wndidons of approval by Ne ativisory agency as


recommended by the Department of Parks and Recreation.


The Representative Land Value (RLVs) in Los Angeles County Code (LACC) Section 2128.140 are used W calculate park fees and are adjusted


annually, based on changes In the Consumer Pace Index. The new RLVs become effective July 1st of each year and may apply to this subdivision


map it frst advertised far hearing before either a hearing officer or the Regional Planning Commission on or after July 1st pursuant to LACC Section


2128.140, su6seclion 3. Accordingly, the park fee in this report is subject to change depending upon when the subdivision is firs[ advertised for


public hearing.


The Dark obligation for this development will 6e met bv:


Contributing $167,145 in park improvements.


Trails;
See also attached Trail Report


Comments:
Developer shall receive Quimby credit for private park improvements up to $167,145 and shall otherwise


bear the entire costs to complete the private parks.


Quimby Obligation was calculated based on fee schedule in effect on 08/03/2004 Board approval date.


The Department has no objections to the amendment request, but recommends additional changes


included in the attached memo.


For further information or to schedule an appointment to make an in-lieu fee payment:


Please contact Clement Lau at (626) 588-5301 or Loretta Quach at (626) 588-5305


Department of Parks and Recreation, 1000 S. Fremont Avenue, Unit #40. Building A-9 West, 3rd Floor. Alhambra,


California 91803.


By:


Kathline J. King, Chief nning


SD-5


September 11, 2078







~~a°"°' LOS ANGELES COUNTY


r ~~ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION ~~
F i


♦̀  +


~̀~,,,,,.,~.`` PARK OBLIGATION WORKSHEET ~',~•~...,~"


Tentative Map # 48088 ARP Map Date: 08/1M2016 SCM Dete: 0912012018 Report Date: 09/1112018


Park Planning Area # 43B CSD: NIA Map Type: Amendment Map -Tract


The formula for plculating the acreage obligation and or in-lieu fee is as follov✓s:


~P)eople x (0.0030) Retlo x (U)nits ~ (X) acres obligation


(X) acres obligatlon x RLV/Acre = In-Lieu Base Fee


Where: P = Estlmate of number of People per dwelling and according to the type of dwelling unit as


determined by the U.S. Census
Ratio = The subdivision ordinance provides a ratio of 3.0 acres of park lend for each 1,000 people


generated by the development This rafio is calculated as "O.OD30" in the formula.


U = Total approved number of Dwelling Units.


X = Lopl park space obligatlon e~ressad in terms of acres.


RLV/Acre = Representafive Lsnd Value per Acre by Park Planning Araa.


Total Units 492 = Proposed Units 492 + 6cempt Units ~0


Park Planning Area = 438


Detached S.F. Units 3.11 0.0030 492 4.59


M.F. <5 UniLs 2.08 0.0030 0 0.00


M.F. >= 5 Units 2.61 0.0030 0 0.00


Mobile Units 2.40 0.0030 0 0.00


F~cempt Units 0 0.00


TOTAL 492 4.59


~ ~ ~ ~ ~~


1 t 11 ~~ ~~'.
A


1 tl


1 11


~k~ sa''",~ ~ ~ ~' mac€ = 6Ssz e ̀~- 9 '~" ~' l '~1 Y. ~-~"~~;"' ~ c


1 1 t 
~~ ~
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September 11, 2018







C~Z~1~7`►y~'~il~~~~l~[tL~~V
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION


°Packs Make Life Betterl"
John Wicker, Director Norma E. Garcia, Chlef Deputy Director


September 11, 2018


TO: Steven Jones
Principal Regional Planner
Department of Regional Planning


FROM: Kathline J. IGng `~~ ~ ~ ~`~~
Chief of Planning


SUBJECT: PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR
SPRING CANYON PROJECT VTTM 48086


The proposed modifications to the original conditions of approval and Mitigation
Monitoring Program for the Spring Canyon Project (VTTM 48086) has been reviewed by
the Department of Parks and Recreation (the Department). We have no objections to
the amendment request, but recommend the following changes to be Included:


Condition No. 1 —The Department recommends the mod cation below:


1. Dedicate natural open space Lot 510 and Lot 502 to the County or another aublic
a4encv.


Condition No. 5 —The proposed modification below is acceptable with one additional
recommendation fmm the Department.


Prior to the issuance of Building Permit of
first residential unit:


5.1 Enter into Park and Trail Development Agreement (PDA) with the Department for
development of the parks on Lot 497 (active park) and Lot 495 (passive park) and post
Fa(thful Performance and Labor and Materials bonds with the Department to cover
design and construction of the parks and trails in accordance with cost estlmates for the
parks and trails. The PDA shall be substantially similar in form and content to the PDA
approved by the Board of Supervisors on August 8, 2006, and the content of the bonds
shall be substantially similar fn form and content to the bonds used by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works (DPW).


Planning and Development Agency • 1000 S. Fremont Avenue, Untt p40, Alhambra, CA 91803 • (628)588-5322







Mr. Steven Jones
September 11, 2018
Page 2


Thank you for including this Department in the review of this document. For trail-related
questions, please contact Robert Ettleman at (626) 588-5323 or by email at
rettleman@parks.Iecounty.gov. For all other questions, please contact Loretta Quach at
(626) 588-5305 or by email at Iquach@parks.lacounty.gov.


KK:I.Q:nr


c: Raintree Investment Corporation (M. Villalobos)
Carolyn Ingram Seitz &Associates (C. Seitz)
Parks and Recreation (C. Lau, M. O'Connor, L. Quach, R. Ettleman)
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~,-~.`~,~a t~ ~ COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES f


~,~~'~;~';~X,y- Public Health ~.
HEALTH AGENCY xC~~fa~F'


IAtpMA (E~[Eq IhO., MLN.. M.Ed
D'ae<~o~ BOARD OF SVPERVISOftS


1ERAET 0. GUNSFNNAYSFA. M.O.. MLN.
inseam xeaim Omcer Hlltla L Salie


First D¢itic~


CYMNIA b MAFOING, M.C.N. MGIk RItlIGy-i~lOR105cn~i oep~ry oeecmr Second District
ANGFLO I. EELLDMO, BENS, OFl $~1p11O KllGhl
Deputy ~iac~ot~or NeallM1 Robcfion


Thktl DisMct


LERFI S. W I WAMS. BENS Jp111C! NOhfl
o:e~~m or e~ao~~mm Hroim Fovnn oisiria
IIENOU. WIEL 11EX5 Kathryn Bat9e~
Aesislvnf ~iecbrof Envionmenbl Neallh Fflh DISIfICI


S~SO Commerce Drive


BaWvin Pah Colilomia 9006


iEL ~616~ 430.54)4 ~ FAX ~6R6~ 011]WO


September 17, 2018 /update


Amendment to 48086-4 RPPL2017004065


PLANNER: Steven Jones


LOCATION: Spring Canyon, Santa Clarita


SUBJECT: RPP~ 2018004065


The Department of Public Health Environmental Health Division reviewed the project that
will be utilizing public water from the Newhall County Water District and public sewerage.
This is an addendum to the certified final EIR, MMRP forTR48086 aka Spring Canyon.
The Department recommends clearance approval of the Map amendment.


For any questions regarding the report, please contact Vincent Gallegos at (626)430-5380 or
vgaileqosCa~ph.lacountv.4ov


Prepared by:
Vinten[Gallegos, REHS
Envimnmen[al Heolth Spxialist N


Planner: Shonna Fawley-ludkins
SD-3







V
.
:
 .
.


~I 
~
r
-
~
.


_=~ 
~
~


-
_
 
~
 
F


~
~
.
t
~
 


~


~
 
~
~


~
}
.
~
~
.
~


:
~
L
 .
.
.
.
C
:


_
 
_


'
.
'
 µ
 
~
 


~
 
.
~
~


..
~


,~
 
;
 ~
~
,
~


~
 


~
 
~
~
 ~
 


•~'. 
~ ~


R
~
a
l
.1.
A
 R
•
J
I
L
'
~


i


~
~
 
~


~
'
:
a
~
 
~
r
'
a


a
~
•
;+
~


~
~
 
a


~J
s
~
i


H
M
F
H
E
i
i


_
_


S
P
R
I
N
G
 
C
A
 N
 Y
 OO N


~
 


~
 


~
 


~


~


~"-~' 
111


i


.. 
..:.


..


I~


i ii 
I~


III
I 


I 
~


'~I 
~~~


I14.


r


i
lk
'


'
~


~
~
y


L̀
J
'
~
rlli ~


4
 


aa~ 
u u 


_ 
.
 ~.


~~ 
.


..


.. 
,. 


~k 
—
 


~ 
f
ir ..


 
7. 


"": 
~.


:'
 


_~
. 


ti 
a
 


•~


n


i
~
~
~
~
~
_
~
~
~
J
 


f
.


r
 


n


. ~, 
y 


.1'~t 
4


~~~~ 
'
 ~ 


~~u~~ia~°fib 
.


'
d~1 


~
V
~
,
 


,i 
.


'.1`.


-~ j:~:~~_~_~~=
:==


=
-=_


__
~
l
=
~
a
~
u
~
.
~
~
_
~


~
f


~


i:
a


`...
i
~
a
.


~
~


~
i
~
u
~
~
~


.
.


s
e


~
~
~
r
~
~
:
:
:
~
a
~
e
.
~
C
:
o
e
~
~
.
~


..
j
a
i
'


t
~
.
.


~
.
:


~
:
 ~IS."S


F
J
i
i
'
!
E
i
'
~
C


~
_
.
_
~
Q
~
~
L
~
.
~
~
i
~
i
C


_
~


V
i
i
'


_
_
 
_
_


~
~
~


'
~
~
 ~


~
~
'
~
~
'
~
~
'
~


Cam:~
~
:
~


~
~


i=
~
~ r
a
l
~
s
i
~
s
r
:


{
i
c
e


i
~,~


~
~
~


~
m
~
~
~
~
'
a
~
~
a
~


~
}
-i
~
~
i
a
w
n
=
~


~
~


~
 
~
~


~
~
:
'


~
_
_
s


a
a
~
u
i
_
~
:
i
_


-
i
i


~
+
_
~ _


[
 ~
_
~
i
a
_ _
_
~
~
s
 i
_
i
~
~
_
~
~
~
_
:
:
_


-
~
,


~
.


~
~
~
~
~
i
:
i
~
c
~
i


_
•
a


_
~
a
~
_
~
~


Y
~
J
~ •
a


r
i
~
_
_
~
i
.
a
_
~
~
_


_
t
_


~
~
~
~
~
~


e a
~
~
i
~
 ~
~
/
.


~
~
i


}
a
~
i
r
~
~
~
~
.
aa


~
~
~
:
~
~
C
~
F~


:
~
~


~
_...~


C
 7
~
 . ~__


.
~


~
 ~


•_
~
~
~
~
 ~
~
~
~
~
~


Y
Y
~
a
t
i
:
a
.
~


~̀
~
.
"
:
L
'
"
~
~
~


~
3
.
:
,
~
~


,
.
~
.
,
.
~
,
.
~
~
;
~
~
.


C'
~
s
~
.


~
~


~
G
k
~
"
'
•
"
~
~
"


2
~
~
~
~


"
'
'
'


a
i
~
~
~
i
'
r
~
E
"
T
.
~
~


3
`


~


~
(
~


~
~
~
`
~
_
~
~


a
k
a


~
~
 ~


~
~
.
~
~
~


~
'
j~
~
e
Q
~
:
S
~
.
~
~
`
.
~


~
y


S


~
~
_
_
=
~
~
~
~
~
s
~
-
~
;
s


~3
~
S
c
7
~
~
~
~
~
E
.
~


~
v


:.ate.







R rN.~


~ ~ i3 ~ e


~ ~~~i ~ F~ k ~ o
~ ~~~ S 


~" ~ c~ ~


i _=uit.— S~ ~Ai L~ 00 r W


~'~~~


~~


5
~ ~ ~ ~nv~~ ~~ ~ ~ Y § n . .__ a p


+1 e,t ~q ~' a~ ~ g


R 


\~~ 


4 ~


p 66~
~ a i A i


V~. 
1 ~ y '~- ~ R '~J6~


d ~ 9P 5 5 ~ ~ 9 {~e


to ~i3:r o ~ ~ '' g~
o ' w [Y iA l k] 9 ~t ~~ ~ z


g T-~ '1 ~ $


1 5 ~ d g ~~ \'~ A ~~ '
E a


~ y ~l3 .w 9 3 bR ' ~e~n ~~ 4
~ ~1. Qi 1 ~i


p s e /~ / ~ ~ — 


~' 


i
_ p ¢ 93 


A.9 A= ~ 1 .. W~ l ~ ~~u


w ~6 pt d~~ ,!~~p ~~~q
~ A 1 p ~V p ~ k~ I ~~ '~(y!y


t~ a l a ' i= " ~ ~ e "vY ~A is e"" r ~


e ~ <s ' E V. ~e ~ s Va~ a ~~ ~O
°F ~ ~ ~ ~i~~ 3 V -~ a ~ s~'~' ~ ~


~ 4~ w~\. 9,~ 1~ q 1 '


1 ' 9 B'J fi ~~ ~f 1 0 ~ '~ ' I~


t/ q@ B y e~ ~'\ e ~ ~ e


v \ ''.


~ ~' I


ale` ~/'_ ( i


/ ~ ~ ~~


~ .% ~ I


~—'—


5~ ,


e§ ~.
~ Se4


~~o ~


¢➢°
~9v


a 4 ~ ~ ~~f„


~ ~t~~ y r _~_i 
1 -j ° ~z 'r'z:


! es!


~~~~i


s'
5~~`--







A:~:


~i


,~ ~ .~ ~
~ `=~,~~~,, a,,.~r ;;. ; s~ ~i~ ~~
~~


~:


v


..1


~ .:


~~r _
 ̀h


(v


~~~ I rf ~"~}i ".T K~ 1~~'~
~~~ I ~~ ~~


i y ^Y~l ~`be E.


f,~~ ~ ~r'
j̀L̀ 1~,~?~ I ~ i'r


~ ~, % ~,.i


z~— ~ ~ , to^i ~ ' a
~3


~. ~ r~ ~~.


~• ~~A~r


Y 6 ~\ '~~iy'~1
~~1 ,~~.,


r~~~ ; f;
1=~


~ ~ a


3 "'a


~~ .A ~ ~;'


~ ~ ~ Ft


= y*,
r ii as 5~3~4


~ ; ,3 ~F ~9~~m


m~W; -


,r=~E


~.~~f9~~~r
Y~







5


1 a'~


' <~
~~ ~ ~


I ~~ O ~ 
~~.


-~~~ - c ~C ~~' ~ '~~~ ~l "


~ y~ r
a~~ ~,~


Ff ~w ~ ~i dE,J ~e 
y Y;3y ~ ~° 3G~


~~. ~ ',r


i d t


~ ,4 ~ ~ ~ 4'~l~~ y ~~ t~ ~ ~ ~ar
~'"j ~ ~~ ~y ~' 3 ~~, " .~..


~ ~~l~~~ f ~V.0 ~ 
ti~A' dt ~'' I~~


i,~
f p~'~~ ~~pr, ~ ~r~~ ' a~',


~9 ~ ~,,.. i—~ ~ ~ '- ~! d ~ r 4 e aa~ 
r.'


~5— rµ ~ X ~'r


P :, ~ ~°;


~~ ~ ~ i
~ ~ gt ~ t`~ ~~ ~ ~~ '.


~ ̀ ~~
~ ~


\ ;,~ ~k ~ ~


i ~ ~ 
~~ ~ ~~~t~a ~~ i


r


~ _ 
f s 'Cl 


!,'~,'
4 ~ lyJ v ~ ~ "S Y f


r r ~v, ~ ,


~ ~ ".~~
a ~ `~ ,


~ I ~':' N\
o bi` .~cl `i',.


~i ~
a~


\,
f' -
~~


i ~~


r.


o'
~f~


~ p ,1~^~


a
{.. x̀ ~'j', w


A
~


~, 4


""


(
R


~ 
1 1~~ ~


~ ' ~'r'
Ifi~
°il'~1!


i
i~


'``~ ,~ ~


1~'~


1


t
d i


~9~ :S 'y


F I
t


~


Z ~~
i?~ t~~


ieFa'
~


t


~'~~
~~~~


i~ OD ~ ap ~, ~~f z


j~ >


R O)~


R ~_ _~ S __ i ~s


~a ~c -
F.~ ~~", p 6~ ~ ~ Aa ~


-dq
.~,


~


zoo


~
~~1~4


~


g 5
A v ~ y q


E


r


1 ~ \''~~ ~


~'- ,..


a$~


~, ;~g~~,
r


~ ~ I' 
~~~


~d~~ 3t ~ j i 4-_


q I ~ i ~u


`f ~I ~ ~_ i ~~ ,m


-V~~~
~a ,


r i
\ ~ i


° ''~~~


I


,~".; >-.
+/ d \~aA(


I '~


g~~ ~`1,,,
a


{


i


~4


~~ J J


;̀
y~~^ ~


~~~~
~~~


~~\


\


s~


~~ ~~ N1~~l


~~
..


., y~
d3 n


~~~~


r3 1.,


~ y,~


~,~~.~1 a


L i~- ~~
(, ~G ~~,~ =


r
ry


4
a


~~ ~ ,











~~~~
6~~


9~


s~


~[ ~~


~R:
~~


_8~ ~-


Q


~ r


m
v'


D
~ `,
m ,


m


m


m


z


—~


0
~:i.
0


~ ~~~
~ ~ a,fin


„g
$ ~ Aµ


R~ y=~r


~ ~~~x
€ '~ ~̀~


~ ~ 9=~n
o a ~ F o


~ =~~ ~ ~as ~ e~~ ~ ~ ~~


~4 e
~~I4~ ~ 4 - ~ !a~9


~~ ~~ ~~ 9~R
~ a


d~







ADDENDUM TO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.48086


PROJECT NO.96-044-(5)


1. Exisrine Entitlements


a. On August 3 2004, the Board of Supervisors approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map ("VTTM")
No. 48086, Plan Amendment ("PA") No. 96-044, Zone Change ("ZC") No.96-044, Conditional
Use Permit ("CUP") 96-044 and Oak Tree Permit ("OTP") No. 96-044, certified the final
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") and adopted the Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations ("Findings and SOC") and incorporated the Mitigarion Monitoring and
Reporting Program ("MMRP") into the conditions of approval. The subject property is located
north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad Canyon Road in the Soledad Zoned District.


b. The approved VTTM and CUP authorized creation of clustered hillside residential development
of 542 single-family residence lots, a fire starion lot, a sheriff sub-station lot, two park lots and
three open space lots on 548.1 gross acres.


c. The PA and ZC authorized the urban land use category of the Santa Clarita Valley Areawide
Plan and Zone R-1-6,000 (Single-family Residential, 6,000 Square Feet Minimum Required
Area) on 62.51 acres of the site, Zone R-1-7,000 (Single-family Residenriai, 7,000 Square Feet
Minimum Required Area) on 60.57 acres of the site, Zone R-1-8,000 (Single-family Residential,
8,000 Squaze Feet Minimum Required Area) on 6.97 acres of the site, Zone R-1-10,000 (Single-
family Residential, 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area) on 5835 acres of the site,
Zone R-1-15,000 (Single-family Residential, 15,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area),
Zone R-I-20,000 (Single-family Residential, 20,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area) on
2736 acres of the site, Zone A-2 (Heavy Agricultural) on 306.4 acres of the site..


d. The original OTP authorized removal of four oak trees and their replacements in accordance
with County Code provisions.


e. A subsequent oak tree permit was also authorized removal of four additional oak trees that had
subsequently grown to ordinance-size and their replacements.


f. Mitigation measures identified in the approved EIR and MNIIZP, and imposed on the project as
a condirion of approval, include the following categories: geotechnical, fire hazard and fire
protection, traffic/access, education, water services, environmental safety, library services,
flood hazard, noise, biological resources, cultural resources, sewage disposal, sheriffprotec6on,
solid waste, recreation, visual qualities.


g. First, second and third amendments to the vesting tentarive tract map requested by the Sulphur
Springs School District, Newhall County Water District and the Los Angeles County
Deparhnent of Public Works, authorized changes including relocation of a school site,
adjustment of lot lines and lot configurations, redesign of park site, street pattern revisions,
relocation of a water reservoir, drainage faciliries and desilting basin changes, wildlife corridor
changes, street section changes for added retaining walls, addition of a sewer lift station, stream
course protection changes, grading changes, and clarified language to conditions of approval
and mirigation measures..







2. Proposed Entitlement Modi£caHons


The proposed project changes require the Fourth amendment to VT1'M No. 48086 and an Addendum
to the certified final EIIt.


3. Proposed Amendment to Vesting Tentafive Tract Man No. 060922


The fourth amendment to the VTTM, proposes the following:


a. Adjustment of timing triggers of compliance with condirions of approval and mitigation measure
related to grading and road and infrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements and
landscaping installation.


b. Clarificarions for responsible parties for implementation of mitigation measures.


c. All applicable Condirions of Approval for VT'I'M 48086, CUP 96-044 and OTPs 96-044 and
201300017 shall remain in effect for this proposed Fourth Amendment to VT"I'M 48086 except
For those condirions specifically called out to be modified by these entitlements (see attached
Amendment Map Conditions).


4. CEQA Addendum Findines Pertainine to Proiect Modifications


CEQA Guidelines section 15164 authorizes a Lead Agency to prepare an Addendum to a
previously certified EIR if changes or additions to the document are necessary, but none of the
conditions described in Section 15162 are present, as described below:


• No substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions ofthe previous
EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in
the severity ofpreviously idenrified significant effects;


No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement
of new potenfially significant environmental effects or a substantial increase the severity of
previously identified potentially significant effects;


No new informafion of substantial importance, which was not lrnown, and could not have been la~own
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was adopted as complete has
arisen:


• Therefore the project will not have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous EIR;


• Potentially significant effects previously examined will not be substantially more severe
than shown in the previous EIR:


• No new mitigation measures or alternarives previously found to be infeasible have
been found to be feasible but declined by the project proponent to be adopted; and







• No new mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from
those analyzed in the previous EIK, and that would substantially reduce one or more
potentially significant effects on the environment, have been found and declined by the
project proponent to be adopted.


The final EIR certified by the Boazd of Supervisors on August 3, 2004, analyzed the following potential
project impacts: visual quality, noise, air quality, law enforcement services, cumulative traffic, solid waste
disposal, and cumulative global climate change. The Boazd found that implementation of the project would
result in unavoidable significant effects. The Board found the benefits of the project outweighed those
potential unavoidable adverse impacts and they were determined to be acceptable based upon the overriding
considerations set forth in the Findings and SOC.


Following aze comparisons between the originally approved project and the proposed modified project of
the potential impacts identified in the EII2:


COMPARISON OF IMPACTS


DESCRIPTION
OF POTENTIAL EXISTING


MODIFIED
IMPACTS 542-UNIT


PROJECT DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATIONS
pROJECT


Project
Spring Canyon


amended Spring 542 SFR lots, fire station lot, sheriff substation lot, two
Descri lion Can on ark lots and o ens ace on 5481 ross acres.


Project-specific Slope stabilization by No change. N/A.
Geotechnical buttress fills


Address landslides by No change. N/A.
removal and


replacement of
compacted fill,


buttressing or place
area in "Restricted
Use Areas", as
a licable.


Subdrain outlet in No change. N/A.
Spring and Tapie
Canyons, concrete


headwalls.


Grading plan required. No change. N(A.


Project-specific Graded, future fire No change. NIA.
Fire Hazard and station lot.
Protective Services
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Assess value of fire No change. N/A.
station lot prior to


issuance of building
permits.


Project-specific Construction of 6' No change. N/A.
Noise high solid wall along


the property lines of
lots adjacent to the


freeway.


All windows and glass No change. Lot numbers updated.
doors Facing the


freeway on lot nos.
505-521 and lot no.
533 shall be glazed
with STC 32 lazin .


Project-specific Deed resVict open No change. Final map to note open space.
Biological space lots from future
Resources development and


manage as natural
reserves for the life of


the ro'ect.
Open space No change. N(A.


management plan
("OSMP")


Site survey. No change. N/A.


Wildlife condor No change. N/A.
mitigation plan.


Construct separate 8' No change. N/A
wide trail.


Improve and construct Use locally native Clarification includes opportunity to employ vegetation
natural habitat vegetation. that naturally occurs on the site.


connectivity From
Spring Canyon to the
project site underpass
with native ve elation.
Install a 60"concrete Install a 5'S'tall Allows wildlife to more easily access the existing culvert
pipe under proposed by 7'8" wide with for safe crossing; a culvert is more likely to be used.
Valley Canyon Road arched culvert.
for wildlife underpass


crossing.







Pull back grading on No change. Lot numbers updated.
lot nos. 8, 9, 12 and


13.


Install and constmct a No change. Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.
12' wide, landscaped
parkway to facilitate
wildlife movement
from open space


through the project
site.


Eliminate stream No change. Lot numbers updated.
encroachment and
narrowing of the


existing corridor in the
vicinity of lot nos.


400-403.
Develop an aggressive No change. Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.
revegetation plan for


the project.


Only use locally No change. Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.
native landscaping
and restrict in the


CC&Rs.


Place a low wall, No change. N/A.
approximately 3' in
height at the brow of
the slopes on all lots
adjacent to preserved
o ens ace areas.


Place deed restriction No change. Clarification needed fot distinguishing Spring and Tapie
on the south- and east- Canyons.


facing slopes of
Spring Canyon within
designated private


lots.
Salvage topsoil on No change. N/A.


south- and west-facing
slopes of Spring
Canyon for


replacement there.


Reconstruc[/re- No change. N/A
contour stream course


and slopes.







Relocate, where No change. Attempts failed, re-attempt required to take place in
feasible, the holly- dedicated open space.


leaved cherry trees to
Spring Canyon.


Replacement of scrub No change. N/A.
oaks within dedicated


open spaces.


Gather and store seed No change. N/A.
for dispersal within
Spring Canyon.


Consult Fire No change. N/A.
Department for fuel
modification zones.


Mitigate lighting of No change. N/A.
open spaces.


Buffer open space. No change. N/A.


Incorporate education No change. N/A.
signposts on hiking
and riding trails.


Minimize brush No change. N/A.
clearance.


Allow non-native No change. N/A.
groundcover only in
setback and irrigation
zones (Zones A and
B). No non-natives


elsewhere.
Incorporate on-site No change. N/A.
signage and CC&R
provisions for open


space access
prohibition.







Development No change. N/A,
landscaping to be
planted with non-


invasive plants native
to the area with no
noxious weeds.


Incorporate signs for Responsible party There is no conservation district being created.
pet prohibition in open change.


spaces.


Incorporate signs for Responsible party There is no conservation district being created.
trapping, shooting, or change.


poisoning native
predators prohibition.


Filter stormwater No change. N/A,
runoff.


Use bio-filters, where No change. N/A,
feasible.


Use ̀9east toxic" Note change. Notes.
pesticides.


Project-specific Employ No change. N/A.
Cultural Resources archaeological


monitoring in Shadow
Pines 2-5.


If avoidance is not No change. NIA.
feasible, conduct
Phase R testing


program to determine
the nature, eMent, and
significance ofthe


site.
Project-specific Mazcimize setbacks No change. N/A.
Visual Qualities from the backyard


edges of pads located
atop the highest


manufactured slopes
with freeway-oriented
rear yards to lessen
potential visibility of
structures walls.







Lot nos. 18, 29, 30, 42 No change. Lot nos. need to be updated.
and 43 shall be deed
restricted from any
major alteration of the
natural[opography or


the main ridgeline
beyond the initial


graded pad in order to
maintain view ofthat


rid e.
Use tones compatible No change. N/A.
with the surrounding
terrain using textured


materials or
construction methods


which create a
textured effectfor
understories and


retaining walls higher
than 6'.


Hoods and minimum No change. N/A.
spill-over required for


lights.


Minimize proposed No change. N/A.
park lights.


Project-specific Participate in Clarify street Caltrans or City of Santa Clarita, as applicable to
Traffic and Access improvements. name(s); change implement with subdivider payment of fair share, prior


in responsible [o issuance of building permits
party and


sequencing.


Project-specific Provide space fora No change. N/A.
Sheriff Protection Los Angeles County


Sheriffs Department
sub-station lot.


Project-specific Provide irrigation No change. N/A,
Water Services management plan.


Project-specific Provide resident No change. N/A.
Solid Waste information on


recycling.







Construction-phase No change. N/A.
recycling containers.


Project-speciSc Observe gas company No change. N/A.
Environmental guidelines during


Safety grading.


Project-specific Dedicate 18 acres of No change. N/A.
Recreation private parkland.


No changes to standazd mitigation measures of Code-required provisions are proposed. The amended
Project proposes to implement the same mirigation measures as the previous project where the measures
are not related to the changes.


As shown above, these amendments will result in the reducrion of each potential impact identified in the
original EIR, and, therefore, will not cross the thresholds idenrified in Section 15162 of the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") that would require a subsequent EIR.


Therefore, this Project Amendment qualifies for an Addendum to the previously certified final EIR, as
authorized under CEQA Section 15164.


By: /~ L~~


Date: 2018 September 6
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Executive Summ


This is an Addendum to a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) previously prepared for
the Spring Canyon Project (Project), located in the Sanha Clarita Valley, California. It
provides updated information regarding the Santa Clarita Valley's water supply and the
reliability of that supply, as well as information regarding how this updated information
could affect previously identified impacts regarding the Projects water supply. The County
of Los Angeles, acting as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), certified a Final EIR for the Project in 2001. The Project, as approved, includes 542
residential lots, open space, and sites for public service facilities. Water for this Project
would be provided by Newhall County Water District, one of four local water purveyors in
the Santa Clara Valley. The local and imported regional water supplies are cooperatively
managed by those four water purveyors and the Castaic Lake Water Agency, the regional
wholesale water agency.


Since the Project was approved, several studies, plans and water management upgrades
have been completed and modify the existing environmental conditions with regard to
water supply when compared to the conditions existing at the time of Project approval.
These studies, plans and water management upgrades include:


• Perchlorate contamination of several groundwater wells in the Santa Clarita Valley and
completion of steps towards cleanup;


• Completion of steps towards expanded use of recycled water in the Santa Ciarita Valley;


• Completion of the Groundwater Management Plan in compliance with AB 3030;


• Completion of groundwater banking agreements with Semitropic Water Storage
District;


• Complefion of the revised Castaic Lake Water Agency Supplemental Water Project
Transfer of 41,000 Acre-Feet of State Water Project Table A Amount Final EIR, and
continued implementation of the 41,000 acre-foot water transfer from Kern County
Water Agency and its member unit in Kem County, the Wheeler Ttidge-Mazicopa Water
Storage District;


• Completion of long-term groundwater banking arrangements with Rosedale-Rio Bravo
Water Storage District;


• Initiation of an imported water augmentation agreement with the Buena Vista Water
Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water;


• Completion of water quality and capacity improvements to the Earl Schmidt Water
Treatment Plant and planned expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant;


• Planning and construction of treated water supply pipelines (Pitches and Honby);


• Completion of the Newhall County Water District's Water Supply Assessment;
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• Completion of annual updates of the Santa Clazita Valley Water Report;


• Complehion of the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan;


• Completion of the California State Water Project Water Supply Reliability Report; and


• Completion of the California Departrnent of Water Resources' technical memorandum
describing progress made in incorporating climate change into existing water resources
plannuig and management tools and methodologies.


The current annual water supply for the Santa Clarita Valley is approxunately 112,000 of
and the current annual demand (2005) is approximately 50,000 af. The Project would add an
additional annual demand of approximately 705 of to the current demand. As described in
the Final EIR, this new, site-specific water demand would be met by a combination of
regional groundwater resources andunported water supplies provided by the Newhall
County Water District.


The Project was identified as "pending' in the Newhall County Water District's 2004 Water
Supply Assessment and was included in the reports projected water demand. Based on the
Water Supply Assessment, which concluded that sufficient water supply appears to be
available to meet projected demands, the Project's demand for water would not exceed the
available supply, and the impacts to water supply would be less than significant, as
described in the Final EIR.


Similarly, the Project was included in fuhxre water demand projections used in the 2005
Urban Water Management Plan. This plan shows that there is sufficient water to meet
demands within the Castaic Lake Water Agency service area as a whole, and cumulative
water supply impacts, including those of the Project in combination with other projected
development, would be less than significant, as described in the Final EIR.


At the flme the Final EIR was prepared, the water supply infrastructure needed to transport
water to the Project site was insufficient, and the Final EIR identified this as a significant
impact. Although the necessary upgrades have been completed, for the purposes of full
disclosure, this impact is considered to be the same as described in the Final EIR and is
significant. Mitigation measures are the same as those included in the Final EIR and have
reduced the impact to less than significant as predicted in the Final EIR.


This Addendum concludes that regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in
the Santa Clarity Valley area have changed since the preparation of the Final EIR for the
Project. However, these changes would not result in changes to, or increases in the severity
of, flee water supply impacts described in the Final EIR. Mitigation measures identified in
the Final EIR, including improvements to the water supply infrastructure necessary to
supply the Project site, have not changed and will not represent a substanfial change or
significant new circumstance that has bearing on the Projector its impacts.


Therefore, none of the conditions requiring preparation of a Subsequent EIR or Supplement
to an EIR have occurred, and this Addendum is the appropriate mechanism under the
CEQA to document the changes that have occurred since completion of the Final EIR for the
Project.
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SECTION 1


Introduction and Background


1.1 Purpose of this Addendum
The purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate the water supply impacts of the Spring
Canyon Project (also referred to as the Project) in the context of the current (2006) regional
water supply availabIlity, quality, and reliability in the Santa Clarita Valley area. This
Addendum supplements information provided in the Spring Canyon Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR; State Clearinghouse No. 1997031043) and the Supplemental EIR
prepared by the County of Los Angeles. This Addendum is prepared to assist Newhall
County Water District (NCWD) in its consideration of a water service agreement for the
Project. NCWD is a responsible agency for the Project.


1.2 CEQA Regulatory Background
Section 15164(a) of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states
that the responsible agency "shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if
some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section
15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred:'


Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines lists the conditions that would require the
prepazation of a Subsequent EIR rather than an Addendum. These conditions are:


1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project, which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;


2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken, which wIll require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously idenfified significant effects; or


3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the fime the previous EIR was
certified as complete, shows any of the following:


a.) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
EIR;


b.) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown
in the previous EIR;


c.) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact
be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the
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project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mi6gafion measure or
alternafive; or


d.) Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.


Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the responsible agency "may choose
to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather than a subsequent EIR if:


1. Any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a
subsequentEIR,and


2. Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR
adequately apply to the project in the changed situation."


After evaluating the water supply impacts associated with the Project in the context of the
current (2006) regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in the Santa Ciarita
Valley area, the NCWD has concluded that none of the conditions requiring preparation of a
Subsequent EIR or Supplement to an EIR have occurred. The updated information on
current regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability demonstrates that the
water supply impacts from the Project remain less than significant with mifigation.


Section 15164(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that "a brief explanation of the decision
not to prepaze a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 should be included in an
addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or elsewhere in the record:'
This explanation is provided in Section 5 of this Addendum. Per Section 15164(d) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, NCWD will consider this Addendum with the Final EIR prior to
making a decision on the project


1.3 Project Background
The Project includes the development of the approximately 54S-acre Spring Canyon
property for single-family residenkial uses, as well as provision of space for several public
service agencies. Vesting Tentative Tract Map 48086 for the Project includes 542 single-
family residential lots on approximately 220 acres, one fire station lot, a sheriff sub-station
lot, two parking sites totaling approximately 18 acres, and three open space lots that would
occupy the remaining 30 acres of the property. A 9-acre elementary school site adjacent to
the property on Tract 31973 will also be provided. The majority of the 542 residential lots
are proposed ko be constructed in the south-central portion of the site along slopes,
ridgelines, and flatter portions of both Tapie and Spring canyons.


1.4 Santa Clarita Valley Water Supply Background


1.4.1 Water Agencies
One wholesale water agency (Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA)) and four retail water
purveyors provide water service to most residents of the Santa Clarity Valley. The four
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retail purveyors are NCWD, Los Angeles County Water Works District #36 (LACWWD
#36), the Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA (SCWD), and the Valencia Water Company
(V4VC); these four purveyars are collectively referred to as the Local Purveyors. The service
area for CLWA and the Local Purveyors is shown on Figure 1.


NCWD was formedut 1959. It is a municipal utility providing potable water to more than
30,000 people in an area of more than 34 square miles in the Santa Clarita Valley. NCWD's
service area is composed of four separate water service areas (Newhall, Castaic, Pinetree,
and Tesoro), and includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated portions
of Los Angeles County in the communities of Newhall, Canyon Country, Saugus, and
Castaic. NCWD supplies water from local groundwater and imported water from CLWA.
NCWD delivered approximately 11,000 acre-feet (a~ of water via approximately 9,200
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a). The NCWD service area is shown on Figure 2.


SCWD's service area includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated
portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Canyon Country, Newhall, and
Saugus. SCWD supplies water from local groundwater and imported water from CLWA.
SCWD delivered approximately 29,000 of of water via approximately 26,000 connections in
2005 (CLWA 2005a).


LACWWD #36's service area includes the Hasley Canyon area in the unincorporated
community of Val Verde. During most years, the District obtains its water supply from
CLWA. LACW WD #36 delivered approxunately 1,200 of of water via approximately 1,300
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a).


V WCs service area includes a porfion of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated
portions of Los Angeles County in the communifles of Castaic, Stevenson Ranch, and
Valencia. VWC supplies water from local groundwater, imported water from CLWA, and
recycled water. VWC delivered approximately 30,000 of of water via approximately 31,000
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a).


CLWA was formed for the purpose of contracting wifll the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) to provide a supplemental supply of imported water from the California
Sate Water Project (SWP) to the Local Purveyors in the Santa Clarity Valley. CLWA serves
an area of 195 square miles in Los Angeles and Ventura counties. CLWA, as a SWP
Contractor, holds a water supply contract with DWR with a Table A Amount of 95,200 afl.


1.4.2 Water Supply
There are two main water supplies for the Santa Clarity Valley—local supplies and
imported supplies. Local supplies consist of groundwater and recycled water, and
imported supplies consist of SWP water, and S4VP-related supplies such as groundwater
banking programs, transfers, and purchases. Additional information on these supplies is


~ Table A Amount (formerly referred W as "entitlemenP') is named for the "Table A" in each SWP contractors Water
Supply Contract. It contains an annual buildup in Ta61e A Amounts of SWP water, from the firet year of the Water Supply
Contract through a specific year, based on growth projeIXions made before the Water Supply Contract was executed. CLWA
has augmented its Table A Amount through the acquisition of conVact rights from the Devil's Den Water District (in 1991) and
from the acquisition of contract rights from the Kem County Water Agency via the Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage
DisGict (in 1999). The total of all SWP Contractors' maximum Table A Amounts is wrrently about 4.17 million af.
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provided in Sections 3 and 4 of this Addendum. Background information on the SWP
system is provided below.


The SWP is a large water supply, storage, and distribution system authorized by an act of
the California State Legislature in 1959. Today, the S4VP includes 28 storage facilities,
reservoirs and lakes; 20 pumping plants; six pumping-generating plants and hydroelectric
power plants; and approximately 660 miles of aqueducts and pipelines. The primary water
source for the SWP is the drainage of the Feather River, a tributary of the Sacramento River.
Runoff released from Oroville Dam in Butte County flows down nahxral channels to the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta), where some of the water is pumped through
the North Bay Aqueduct to Napa and Solano counties. In the southern Delta, water is
pumped from the Clifton Court Forebay by the Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant into
the 444-mile-long, Governor Edmund G. Brown California Aqueduct (California Aqueduct)
The California Aqueduct conveys water to the primarily agricultural users in the San
Joaquin Valley and the primarily urban regions of the San Francisco Bay Area, the Central
Coast, and southern California. Water intended for use in southern California is conveyed
through the West Branch to Castaic Lake and through the East Branch to Lake Perris, which
are referred to as terminal reservoirs for the 54VP.


The original plan for the SWP included constructing additional water storage facIlifies as
Contractor demands increased, however, essentially no new construction of additional SWP
storage facilities has occurred since the initial SWP facilities were completed. Although
future construction or other actions can improve the quantity and reliability of S4VP
supplies (e.g., the CALFED Bay-Delta Program and the South Delta Improvement Program),
these actions entail their own environmental reviews, potential litigation delays, and multi-
year construction period; therefore, it is likely to take many years before any additional
storage and/or conveyance facilities that improve SWP reliability are operational.


In 1960, DWR began executing individual Water Supply Contracts with public agencies
throughout the State of California for financing and constructing S4VP facilifies designed to
deliver water to each public agency. ("SWP contractors" or "contractors" collectively refer to
the public agencies that hold SWP Water Supply Contracts with DWR.)


Each Water Supply Contract idenfifies a Table A Amount, the annual maximum amount of
water to which an SWP Contractor has a contract right. Each Contractor annually submits a
request to DWR for water delivery in the following year, in any amount up to the
Contractor's Table A Amount. The Water Supply Contracts provide that in a year when
DWR is unable to deliver total Contractor requests, deliveries to all contractors will be
reduced so that total deliveries equal total available supply for that year. While SWP
contractors currenfly hold Table A Amounts totaling approximately 4.173 million af, the
amount of water actually requested by contractors is less than that due to a number of
contractors whose demands have not yet increased to their full Table A Amount. Even at
these lower current demands, however, the SWP cannot meet all water delivery requests in
some years due to operational and environmental constraints.
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1.5 Contents of this Addendum
This Addendum contains the following secflons in addition to this Introduction:


• Section 2.0, Summary of the Spring Canyon Project. This section provides a description
of the aspects of the Project that are relevant to the subject of this Addendum.


• Section 3.0, Relevant New Informaflon. This section provides summaries of the new
studies, plans, and water management upgrades completed since completion and
adoption of the Final EIR.


• Section 4.0, Updated Water Supply Characteristics. This section provides an update of
regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability.


• Section 5.0, Impacts of the Spring Canyon Project. This section provides an update of
the water supply impact analysis for the Project in light of the new water supply
availabIlity, quality, and reliability in the Santa Clarita Valley.


• Secflon 6.0, List of Document Preparers and Organization and Persons Contacted. This
section provides a list of the preparers of this document and the organizations and
persons contacted.


• Sections 7.0, References. This section provides a list of references cited in this
Addendum.
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SECTION 2


Spring Canyon Project and Prior Environmental
Analyses


2.1 Project Description
The Project site is locatedunmediately north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad
Canyon Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and west of Agua Dulce Canyon Road in
the northeast portion of the Santa Clarita Valley (see Figure 3). This portion of the Santa
Clarity Valley is located within unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Project involves
the development of the approximately 548-acre property with single-family residenfial uses,
open space, and sites for several public service agencies. Vesting Tentative Tract Map 48086
for the Project includes 542 single-family residenfial lots on approximately Z20 acres, one
fire station lot, a sheriff sub-station lot, two parking sites totaling approximately 18 acres,
and three open space lots that would occupy the remaining 30 acres of the properly. As part
of the project mifigation, the Project also proposes to provide a 9-acre elementary school site
adjacent to the Project site on Tract 31973. The majority of the 542 residenfial lots are
proposed to be constructed in the south-central portion of the site along slopes, ridgelines
and flatter portions of both Tapie and Spring canyons.


The Project site is located within NCWD's Pinetree service area (see Figure 2). As shown in
Table 1, the Project would increase regional potable water demand by approximately 706 of
per year. This anficipated water demand would be met by a combination of local
groundwater, recycled water, and imported water supplies. All water would be acquired
kom the NCWD, and its wholesale supplier, CLWA. CLWA supplies imported water to the
Pinetree area through the Honby Lateral. NCWD operates and maintains the Lost Canyon
Pump Stafion, which provides pressure needed to deliver water to the area.


2.2 Previous Environmental Documentation
A Draft EIR for the Project (Vesting Tract 48086) was prepared and released for public
review in August 2000 (County of Los Angeles 2000). The Draft EIR examined the potential
Project-related impacts for the following environmental resource areas:


• Geotechnical
• Flood Hazard
• Cultural Resources
• Fire Hazard &Protective Services
• Noise
• Traffic and Access
• Water Services
• Air Quality
• Education


Biological Resources
• Solid Waste Disposal
• Sheriff Protection
• Visual Qualifies
• Recreation
• Environmental Safety
• Sewage Disposal
• Library Services
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TABLE 1
Project Water Use Estimate


Land Use Categories Water Use Factor Project Estimated Water Use


a~afy per


On-site


Single Family Residential 0.90 SFU~ 542 487.8


Fire Station 0.14 acre3 5.0 0.70


Landscaped Park Area and 3 acreZ 56.4 1692
Manufactured Slopes


Open Space" 0 acre 266 0


Streets 0 acre 34.3 0


Off-site


School Pad Area 3 acrez 9.3 27.9


Manufactured Slope (School Site) 3 acrez 6.7 20.1


Open Space (School Site)° 0 acre 4.02 0


Total 705.7


Note: aTy=acre-feet per year
t. Single Family dwelling unit generation factor designated in the "Master Water Plan for Pinetree Water System"
2. Valencia Water Company Water Duty Factor.
3. CLWA Urban Water Management Plan 2000.
4. Open space includes natural park areas (i.e., park areas that are not irrigated).
5. Streets will not have landscaped medians.


Based on the analyses contained in the Draft EIR, all the potentially significant
environmental impacts are mitigable to levels that are less than significant with the
incorporation of all available and appropriate mitigation measures, except in the areas of air
quality, visual/aesthetics, and biological resources.


In October 2001, the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission certified the
Final EIR for the Project, and also approved the Project's Conditional Use Permit, Oak Tree
Permit, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map, and recommended that the Board of Supervisors
adopt the Zone Change, General Plan Amendment, and Local Plan Amendments (County of
Los Angeles 2001).


The Final (Certified) EIR consists of the following: (1) the Draft EIR dated August 2000; (2)
the Response to Comments document dated September 25, 2001; (3) the Environmental
Findings document dated September 25, 2001; (4) the Statement of Overriding
Considerations document dated September 25, 2001; and (5) the Mitigation Monitoring
Program document dated September 25, 2001.


In October 2002, a Water Supply Assessment and Required Water Supply Written Verificafion
in compliance with the requirements of Water Code Section 10910 and Government Code
Section 66473.7 were approved by the NCWD Board of Directors. Based on the evaluation of
the anticipated land uses within the Project, the Water Supply Assessment and Verification
estimated that the Project would result in an additional annual demand of 705.7 af. The
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Water Supply Assessment and Verificafion was condifloned upon the Project developer
entering into an agreement with NCWD relating to the design and construction of water
system improvements related to the Project. This Addendum is prepared to assist NCWD
in its consideration of the agreement regarding the design and conshvction of water system
improvements for the Projeck


Subsequent to certification of the Final EIR, a Supplemental EIR was prepared to provide
additional informafion regarding the Project's potential environmental analysis on traffic
condiflons and to provide the necessary water supply assessment required under Water
Code Secfion 10910 and Government Code Secflon 66473.7 (County of Los Angeles 2003).
The Supplemental EIR was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in January 2003.
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SECTION 3


New Relevant Information


This section summarizes the new information on water supply, water quality, and water
supply reliability that was not available for considerafion by the County during its prior
approval of the Project (refer to Chapter 4 for an overview of the current supply and
demand characterisflcs in the CLWA service area). The documents and reports summarized
below are publicly available from NCWD, CLWA, or D4VR (refer to Section ~.


3.1 Local Supplies
Water derived from local sources includes groundwater pumped from the Alluvial or
Saugus Formation aquifers in the Santa Clarity Valley or from recycled water following
treatment and disinfectant at local wastewater treatrnent plants. New information about
these local sources is provided below.


3.1.1 Groundwater
The local groundwater source for the Santa Clarity Valley is the Santa Clara River Valley
Groundwater Basin and specifically the East Subbasin. The East Subbasin and the locaflon
of the Alluvial and Saugus Formation aquifers are shown on Figures 4 and 5.


3.1.1.1 Groundwater Management Plan


Water management agencies and those individuals and organizations producing water from
ttte local groundwater resources in the Santa Clarity Valley prepared and adopted a regional
Groundwater Management Plan in December 2003 (CLWA 2003c). This Plan satisfies all
applicable requirements (including those outlined in Assembly Bill [AB] 134 and AB 3030
and associated sections of the California Water Code). The Groundwater Management Plan
ouflines four specific management goals for the East Subbasin (CLWA 2003c):


1. Development of integrated surface water, groundwater, and recycled water supply to
meet existing and projected demands for municipal, agricultural, and other water
supply;


2. Assessment of groundwater basin conditions to determine a range of operational yield
values that will make use of local groundwater conjunctively with SWP and recycled
water to avoid groundwater overdraft;


3. Preservation of groundwater quality, including active characterization and resolution of
any groundwater contamination problems; and,


4. Preservation of interrelated surface water resources, which includes managing
groundwater to not adversely impact surface and groundwater discharges or quality to
downstream basin(s).


A~~ENOUM TO THE SPRANG CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR &1
OCTOBER 20W







INFORMATION


As described in the Plan, implementation of the specific management goals for the Alluvial
aquifer system would result in the preservafion of the groundwater levels and quality that is
consistent with the last 30 years of use of that resource. While some specific changes in
groundwater levels have been observed over the last 20 years, there has been no chronic
decline in groundwater level or aquifer storage. Management actions to reduce water
surface fluctuations, sustain aquifer recharge and avoid storage overdraft will accomplish
the basin objectives while continuing to use local groundwater to meet part of the existing
and anflcipated water requirements of the Santa Clarita Valley.


Implementafion of the specific management goals for the Saugus Formahion aquifer would
also result in the preservation of the groundwater levels and quality. However, pumping
rates from the Saugus Formaflon aquifer may be intermittenfly higher than the historic
pumping rates during periods of low SWP supply or other emergency conditions. Such
increases in pumping rate would withdraw a small parfion of the total aquifer storage and
successfully contribute to local water supplies while meeting the management objective.
Water stored in the Saugus Formation would be expected to recover via a reduction in
pumping during wet ar normal conditions.


Development and adoption of the regional Groundwater Management Plan does not change
the water supply available for use in the Santa Clarita Valley. However, the Plan does
provide additional assurances regarding groundwater use and protection of that use
through the four management goals listed above.


3.1.1.2 Ammonium Perchlorate Contamination


Perchlorate, originating at the former Whittaker-Bermite propellant production facility, has
been a water quality concern in groundwater basins of the Santa Clarity Valley. Perchlorate
was first detected in four wells in the Saugus Formation in 1997. In November 2002,
perchlorate was detected in one Alluvial well (Stadium well) near the Whittaker-Bermite
site, and in early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second Alluvial well. All six wells
were removed from active water service, and one of the Alluvial wells has been returned to
active water supply service with the operation of wellhead perchlorate removal technology
approved for operation by California Departrnent of Health Services (DHS; Santa Clarity
Valley Water Purveyors [SCVWP] 2006). In addition, based on zone specific modeling, very
low levels of perchlorate contamination, i.e., approximately 2 parts per billion, were found
in well NG13 (personal communication, 5. Cole 2006). However, this level is well below the
action level and the well remains in operation (personal communication, S. Cole 2006).


In November 2000, CLWA and the Local Purveyors filed a suit against the then current and
former owners of the Whittaker-Bermite site. 111e suit seeks to have the defendants cover all
costs of response, contaminant removal, remedial actions, and any liabilities or damages
caused by the contamination. In 2003, the parfles reached an interun settlement and
funding agreement, which since expired in January 2005. However, negoflaflons continue
toward reaching a final settlement (SCV WP 2006). The parties to the lawsuit have also
joinfly developed a plan to pump and treat contaminated water from some of the impacted
wells to stop the movement of the plume.


The development and implementation of a cleanup plan for the Whittaker-Bermite site and
the impacted groundwater is being coordinated among CLWA, the Local Purveyors, the
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City of Santa Clarita, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In February 2003, the DTSC and the impacted Local
Purveyors entered into an agreement in which DTSC will provide review and oversight of
the response activities being undertaken by the impacted Local Purveyors related to the
detecfion of perchlorate in the five impacted wells (SCVWP 2003).


CLWA and the affected Local Purveyors have undertaken a comprehensive groundwater
contaimnent, treatment, and restorafion project to address perchlorate contamination
(CLWA 2005c). The project would intercept the perchlorate plume in the Saugus Formation
groundwater (SCVWP 2006 and CLWA 2005c). Contaminated water would be pumped
from intercepting wells to the new treatrnent facility where the chemical would be removed
and the treated water used as part of the Santa Clarity Valley drinking water supply.
Construction is scheduled to begin in November 2006, and startup and monitoring is
planned to begin in Apri12007.


Remediation of the contaminated aquifers and lands will restore the producflon capacity of
the affected wells. Remediation will also eliminate the risk of further contamination of
water stored in either the Saugus Formafion or Alluvial aquifers.


3.1.2 Recycled Water
As water demands in the Santa Clarity Valley increase, recycled water will be an important
factor in increasing water supply reliabIlity. Los Angeles County Sanitation District
(LACSD) is the main supplier water for recycling in the CLWA service area. Distribution of
the recycled water is the responsibility of CLWA. LACSD owns and operates tcvo water
reclamation plants (WRP) in the CLWA service area, the Saugus WRP and the Valencia
WRP.


The Saugus WRI', located in District No. 26, was completed in 1962 and has undergone tcvo
expansions since that time. Its current design capacity is 6.5 million gallons per day (mgd).
Use of tertiary treated water from this plant for water recycling is permitted under the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) Order No. 87-49; however,
there is concern that reducing discharges from this plant may impact habitat in the Santa
Clara River downstream of the WRI' (both the Saugus and Valencia WRP discharge treated
water to the Santa Clara River). Because of these concerns, water from the Valencia WRP is
used for recycled purposes.


The Valencia WRP was completed in 1967. After three subsequent expansions, its current
capacity is 21.6 mgd. Use of recycled water from this plant is permitted under LARWQCB
Order No. 87-48. In July 1996, CLWA entered into an agreement with LACSD to purchase
up to 1,700 acre-feet per year (afy) of recycled water from the Valencia WRP. In 2002,
CLWA constructed facilities needed to ufllize this supply and began recycled water
deliveries in 2003.


The Saugus and Valencia WRP's together have a design capacity of 28.1 mgd. To
accommodate future growth in the Santa Clarity Valley and meet LARWQCB standards,
LACSD is expanding the Valencia WRP. The Phase I expansion of 9 mgd was completed in
2002. Phase 2 is expected to be completed in 2010 and would expand the capacity by an
additional6 mgd. There are no current plans to expand the Saugus WRP. With completion
of the Phase II expansion at the Valencia WRP, total combined capacity at the WRPs would
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be 341 mgd (35,200 afy). Table 2 provides the existing and projected future wastewater
flow for the Saugus and Valencia WRPs.


TABLE 2
Saugus and Valencia WRP Wastewater Collection and Caoaci


Type of Wastewater Capacity (a~


2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


Wastewater Collected and 20,542 31,500 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200
Treated in the Service Area


Q~a~tity that meets Recycled 20,542 31,500 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200
Water Standards


Source: C~WA 2005a


Use of recycled water by CLWA is constrained by water right holders downstream of the
Santa Clarity Valley: According to Section 1211 of the California Water Code, downstream
water rights holders are protected if the source of return flow is "native water". Native
water is water that, under natural conditions, would contribute to a given stream or other
body of water. The use of "foreign water;' such as imported SWP water, by downstream
water right holders is not protected under the Water Code. Therefore, groundwater
pumped from and used in the Valley is considered "native water" while imported SWP
water is considered "foreign water". Only the percentage of foreign water discharged from
the WRPs can be diverted for recycling purposes. While CLWA has been approved to use
1,700 afy of recycled water, it may only do so if the amount of foreign water to be
discharged from the WRP's meets or exceeds this amount.


Table 3 provides the current and projected future demand and availability of recycled
water. In 2005, foreign water comprised 64 percent of the Valley's potable water supply,
while the remaining 36 percent consisted of native water. Future (2030) projected potable
water demand is expected to be met with 65 percent foreign and 35 percent native water.
This means that projected recycled water availability will be 65 percent of generated
wastewater.


TABLE 3
Current and Protected Demand and Availability of Recycled Water


Native Foreign Recycled Potable Waste- Foreign Foreign
Water Water Water Water water Water Water
Demand Demand ~ Demand Demand Flow Percentage Portion of
(afy) (afy)~ (afy) Total(afy) (afy) of Potable Wastewater
(a) (b) (c) (a+b+c) Water (afy)


Demand


2005 Projected 25,500 46,100 800 71,600 31,500 64% 20,100


2030 Future 39,700 72,800 17,931 112,500 38,200 65°/a 24,830


Source: CLWA 2005a.
Notes: (t) Foreign water includes SWP water, water transfers, and desalination.


In addition to the previously discussed sources of recycled water, the Newhall Ranch
development is planning to construct a water reclamation plant and this new source of non-
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potable water may become available to CLWA in the future. Berry Petroleum, another
potential recycled water supplier, is considering treafing the produced water from the
Placenta Oilfield and making it available for CLWA to purchase. This recycled water source
would be available on a short-term basis only because it is a by-product of oil extraction.
The use of these recycled water sources for irrigation and to meet non-potable demand
would allow CLWA to more efficienfly use and distribute its potable water, increasing the
reliability of water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley.


While actual recycled. water demand was only 448 of in 2004, projected future recycled
water demands are expected to steadily increase to 3,300 of in 2015, and 17,400 of in 2030
(CLWA 2005a). Recycled water is used for non-potable, landscape purposes.


3.2 Imported Supplies
Imported water supplies consist primarily of SWP or SWP-related supplies (such as
transfers and groundwater banking programs).


3.2.1 Semitropic Groundwater Banking Projects
In 2002 and 2003, CLWA entered into agreements with the Semitropic Water Storage District
(Semitropic) to store a porfion of CLWA's available Table A Amount under Semitropic's
groundwater banking program (CLWA 2002 and 2003a). In 2002, CLWA stored 24,000 af,
and in 2003, CLWA stored 32,522 af. Under the terms of both storage agreements, water can
be stored for up to 10 years and 90 percent of the amount stored by CLWA, or 50,870 of is
recoverable through 2013 to meet demands in the CLWA service area. Water not recovered
by CLWA after 2013 is forfeited. As described in the 2005 LT4VMP and in Section 4 below,
CLWA anficipates using the stored water for adry-year supply (CLWA 2005a).


A legal challenge was filed on CEQA grounds to CLWA's approval of its 2002 Groundwater
Banking Project and its related Negative Declaration (California Water Network v. Castaic
Lake Water Agency [Ventura Superior Court Case No. CIV 215327]). The Trial Court ruled
in favor of CLWA, and found that the approval of the project and the Negative Declaration
did not violate CEQA. The Court of Appeal decided the case in favor of CLWA and rejected
all of the petitioners claims on appeal. The decision is now final. No legal challenges were
filed to CLWA's approval of the 2003 Groundwater Banking Project or its related Negative
Declaration.


Implementation of groundwater banking agreements with Semitropic does not change the
long-term, year-by-year water supply available for use in the Santa Clarity Valley.
However, implementation of these agreements does increase the reliability of supplies for
use within the CLWA service area because water stored in Semitropic could be used to
augment dry-year supply sometime in the future.


3.2.2 CLWA Supplemental Water Project (41,000 Acre-foot Table A Transfer)
The principal component of the CLWA Supplemental Water Project is the execution of an
agreement for the transfer for 41,000 of of SWP Table A Amount and the associated
conveyance and delivery terms from Kern County Water Agency (KCWA) to CLWA. In
1999, CLWA entered into such a contract with KCWA and its member unit, the Wheeler
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Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District (WRMWSD). DWR concurred on this arrangement
and modified CLWA's water delivery contract to conform to the agreement.


This transfer of contract rights to the SWP was part of the "Monterey Amendments". These
amendments to the water delivery contract for the SWP are based on a statement of
principles that were incorporated into an omnibus revision of the long-term contracts
between DWR and most of the agencies that hold contracts governing the delivery of water
and other rights under the SWP.


Prior to the enactrnent of the Monterey Amendments and in compliance with an agreement
among the SWP contractors and DWR, the Central Coast Water Agency (CCWA), one of the
SWP contractors, acted as the lead agency for the preparation of a program EIR, which was
used to support Monterey Amendments (the "Monterey Agreement Program EIR"). Each of
the other affected SWP contractors and DWR later adopted the Monterey Agreement
Program EIR. These actions were challenged in court by the Planning and Conservation
League, Citizens Planning Association, and Plumas County. In the absence of a restraint
from the courts, DWR modified the contracts to the S4VP and implemented the various
components of the Monterey Agreement. At this point, the omnibus revision of the long-
term contracts became know as the Monterey Amendments.


CLWA later prepared and certified a Supplemental Water Project EIR (CLWA 1999) to
evaluate the agreement with KCWA, including the 41,000 of transfer. As a project contained
within the Monterey Agreement Program EIR, the Supplemental Water Project EIR was
tiered off of the Monterey Agreement Program EIR.


After CLWA's certificaflon of the Supplemental Water Project EIR, the Monterey Agreement
Program EIR was decerfified by the Court of Appeal in Planning and Conservation League v.
Dept. of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4~~ 892 (PCL). The Court of Appeal in PCL held
that DWR should have been the lead agency for the program EIR, instead of CCWA, and
required DWR to prepare and certify its own EIR for N1e Monterey Agreement. The Court
did not invalidate the Monterey Agreement or enjoin the resulting implementing transfer
contracts. Instead, the Court directed the trial court to consider whether the Monterey
Agreement should remain in place pending DWR's prepazation of a new EIR under Public
Resources Section 21168.9 and to retain jurisdiction pending certification of the new EIR.


Because it was tiered from a now decertified program EIR, the Court of Appeal decertified
CLWA's Supplemental Water Project EIR in Friends of the Snntn Clara River v. Cnstaic Lnke
Water Agenn,/ (2002) 95 Cal. App. 3d 1373 (Friends).


The Court of Appeal in Friends decerflfied CLWA's Supplemental Water Project EIR solely
because it tiered from the now decertified Monterey Agreement Program EIR. The Court
expressly found that all other contenfions concerning the legal adequacy of the EIR were
without merit. "If the PCL/tiering problem had not arisen, we would have affirmed the
judgment." Friends, supra, at 1357.


Similarly, the Court of Appeal in Friends did not enjoin the Supplemental Water Projector
its 41,000 of transfer. It instead ordered the trial court to consider whether the contract
authorizing the 41,000 of transfer should remain in place pending CLWA's preparation of a
new EIR that is not tiered from the now decertified program EIR under Public Resources
Code Section 21168. Accordingly, the Court did not issue any ruling affecting CLWA's
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ability to continue to use and rely on the 41,000 af, leaving it to the trial court to determine
whether to enjoin CLWA's use of the water pending its completion of a new EIR. Friends,
supra, at 1388.


In September 2002, on remand to the Los Angeles County Superior Court, the Friends
pehitioners applied under Public Resources Section 21165.9 to enjoin CLWA from continuing
to use and rely on water from the 41,000 of transfer. The trial court rejected that request. In
December 2003, the Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court's ruling and refused to enjoin
CLWA from continuing to use and rely on water from the 41,000 of transfer pending
complefion of a new EIR. The Friends petitioners were permitted to renew its application
based upon evidence of the actual use of such additional water for purposes it considers
improper.


Meanwhile, before the trial court in Fr2ends acted on remand, the parties to the PCL lifigation
entered into a settlement agreement, which was later approved by the Sacramento County
Superior Court. The setflement agreement provides that SWP would continue to be
admuristered and operated in accord with both the Monterey Amendments and the terms of
the setHement agreement. The settlement agreement did not invalidate or vacate the
Monterey Amendments or any water transfer effected under them, including the CLWA-
KCWA transfer. The settlement agreement recognized the pending litigation on the 41,000
of transfer and the parfles to the setHement agreement agreed that the litigation should
remain in the Los Angeles County Superior Court. The water transfer was effected and
permanent under the settlement agreement.


The CLWA Board of Directors decertified its 1999 Supplemental Water Project Final EIR on
November 27, 2002. CLWA then prepared and certified a new Supplemental Water Project
EIR in December 2004. The new Supplemental Water Project EIR, prepared in accordance
with the decisions of the Second Appellate Court, Fourth Division and the Superior Court of
Los Angeles, re-evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the transfer of the 41,000
of of SWP Table A Amount, without tiering hom the Monterey Agreement EIR (CLWA
2004). This EIR also evaluated the use of SWP facilities from Northern California to Los
Angeles County for the delivery of SWP water to the CLWA service area, and use of this
water within the CLWA service area (CLWA 2004).


Two legal challenges to CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR were filed in January
2005 in the Ventura County Superior Court (Plnnning and Consemntion Lengiie v. CLWA and
California Wnter Impact Nehuork v. CLWA). These challenges were transferred to the Los
Angeles Superior Court. The trial is scheduled for January 7, 2007.


Although CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR is currenfly being challenged in
court, CEQA requires that the EIR be conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA until a
court has judged it deficient. See Public Resources Code Section 21167.3(b), CEQA
Guidelines Section 15231.


Other court actions have addressed water planning issues in the Santa Clarita Valley and
the CLWA Supplemental Water Project specifically.


Mosfrecenfly, the Court of Appeal in Califoniin Dak Fotmdntion v. Cih~ of Santa Claritn (2005)
133 Ca1.App.4~ struck down the City of Santa Clarita's cerflfica8on of an EIR for the Gate-
King industrial project because it did not address the legal uncertainties surrounding the
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41,000 of transfer. The City's EIR included no discussion of the uncertainty regarding the
41,000 of transfer other than references to it in the appendices and responses to comments.
The Court of Appeal found this to be an inadequate analysis because it failed to inform the
public of the litigation uncertainties surrounding fl1e transfer.


The Court of Appeal's ruling in Caiifornin Onk does not prohibit reliance on the CLWA
Supplemental Water Project, including the 41,000 of transfer. The Court criticized the City's
reasoning for relying on the CLWA-imported water supply (including the 41,000 of Table A
transfer), but it did not bar the City or any other agency from relying on the transfer for
plazuiiitg, purposes.


Instead, the Court of Appeal held that the EIR must include either: (1) an analysis of why it
is appropriate to rely on the 41,000 of transfer; or in the alternafive (2) an analysis of how the
demand for water would be met without the 41,000 of entiflement. The Court held that it
was still up to the City to determine whether reliance on the 41,000 of is reasonable.


Accordingly, under California Onk, so long as the agency has analyzed the uncertainfles
surrounding this water supply, it is within the agency's province to decide whether to rely
on the transfer for planning purposes.


Despite the litigation uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 of transfer since its inception, the
transfer was completed in 1999 and the water has been continuously delivered to CLWA.
CLWA has paid approximately $47 million for the additional Table A Amount based on the
transfer. The monies have been delivered. The sales price was financed by tax-exempt
bonds. DWR recognized the transfer as permanent under the Monterey Agreement by
entering into Amendment No. 18 to CLWA's agreement, which increases its Table A
Amount by 41,000 af. The water supplies have consistenfly been allocated to CLWA based
on that entiflement ever since.


A future adverse judgment invalidating the Monterey Agreement or the 41,000 of transfer
could affect CLWA's and NCWD's ability to use water from the 41,000 of transfer and
adversely affect CLWA's and NCWD's water supplies over the long term. The new
pending challenges to the adequacy of CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR and
DWR's pending preparation of a new Monterey Agreement Program EIR therefore create
potential uncertainty regarding the 41,000 of transfer.


However, it is not reasonable to believe that pending litigation is likely to unwind executed
and completed agreements with respect to the permanent transfer of SWP water amounts,
including the 41,000 of transfer.


After review of the current avaIlable information, NCWD determines that it is appropriate
to rely upon the 41,000 of transfer for planning purposes for the following reasons:


1. The Monterey Agreement and resulting implementing transfer amendments remain
in full force and effect, and no court has questioned the validity of the Monterey
Agreement or the resulting implementing contracts.


2. The Court of Appeal refused to enjoin the reasonable use of water from the CLWA
Supplemental Water Project including the 41,000 of transfer in Fnencis.


a~Z AO~EN~UM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECt FINAL Elft
OCTOBER 206







SECTION 3: NEW RELEVANT INFORMATION


3. The existing SWP Water Delivery contract (including the 41,000 of transfer
amendment) remains in full force and effect, and no court has ever questioned the
validity of the contract or enjoined use of this portion of CLWA's Table A Amount.


4. DWR is preparing an EIR that will analyze all of the water transfers that were
facilitated by the Monterey Amendments; this does not preclude CLWA from
preparing and certifying its own EIR for the 41,000 of transfer, as instructed by
Friends.


5. CLWA has certified the Supplemental Water Project EIR, including the 41,000 of
Table A Amount transfer, without tiering from the Monterey Agreement EIR.


6. The 1999 CLWA Supplemental Water Project EIR for the 41,000 of transfer was
overturned solely because it tiered kom alater-decertified Monterey Agreement EIR.


7. CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR corrects the sole defect identified by
the Court of Appeal (i.e., fiering off the Monterey Agreement Program EIR).


8. CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR must be deemed to be legally
adequate until and unless it is set aside by a court.


9. Nothing in the Monterey Amendments settlement agreement precludes reliance on
the 41,000 aF transfer.


10. Nothing in the Monterey Amendments settlement agreement precludes CLWA from
preparing and certifying its new Supplemental Water Project EIR for the 41,000 of
transfer, as instructed by the Court of Appeal in Friends.


11. The Monterey Amendments settlement agreement expressly authorizes the
operafion of the SWP in accordance wiflt the Monterey Amendments, which
authorize the 41,000 of transfer.


12. The 41,000 of transfer was completed in 1999 and DWR has allocated and annually
delivered water in accordance with the completed transfer. A price was set, the
money was paid (financed by tax-exempt bonds), DWR amended CLWA's contract
to include the addifional entiflement, and the water has been continuously allocated
and annually delivered to CLWA since 2000.


13. The Los Angeles County Superior Courtin Sierra Club, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita,
et al., Case No. BS 098 722 recenfly upheld the City of Santa Clarita's EIR for
Newhall Land and Farming's Riverpark project and expressly found that the City
properly relied on the 41,000 of water transfer for planning purposes. See
Attachment A.


3.2.3 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,
Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program
CLWA has entered into a water banking agreement with the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water
Storage District (RRBWSD). The EIR for this project was certified and the project was
approved by CLWA in October 2005. Under the RRBWSD Groundwater Storage, Banking,
Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program (RRBWSD Storage and Recovery
Program), CLWA would store up to 20,000 afy of its total SWP Table A Amount for use later
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withdrawal and delivery to the CLWA service area in a future year or years when demand
in the CLWA service area is greater than supply (i.e., in drier years; CLWA 2005b).
Additional yearly storage capacity may be provided from time to time as determined by
RRBWSD, however, the maximum amount of stored water that CLWA will have in the
RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program at any time is 100,000 af. Over the life of the
project (through 2035), CLWA will be able to store a total of 200,000 of in the RRBWSD
Storage and Recovery Program (CLWA 2005b). Under the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery
Program, CLWA banked 20,000 of in 2005 and will bank 20,000 of this year (personal
communication, D. Masnada 2006).


Under the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program, CLWA may elect to deliver to
RRBWSD its excess Table A Amount or other SWP supplies available to CLWA. RRBWSD
would use this water in lieu of pumping groundwater for irrigation or would directly
recharge it to the underlying groundwater basin in recharge/percolation ponds. Upon
request, RRBWSD would return CLWA's previously stored S4VP water in one or more
years, by either (1) requesting that an equivalent amount of RRBWSD's SWP water be
delivered to CLWA (exchange); or (2) by pumping the water from its groundwater basin
(pumpback) to the Cross Valley Canal into the Edmund G. Brown California Aqueduct
(California Aqueduct), at which time the water would commingle with the SWP water in the
California Aqueduct and would be conveyed to CLWA. The water RRBWSD rehxrns to
CLWA would be delivered through the California Aqueduct to CLWA on aspace-available
basis within the capacity of SWP facilities. CLWA will be able to request the withdrawal of
20,000 afy plus any additional and available extraction capacity as determined by RRBWSD.
If RRBWSD constructs additional extraction facilities in the future, CLWA could potenfially
request up to 45,000 afy of its banked water.


This is a long-term banking and exchange project that would extend through 2035. The
RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program would improve the reliability of CLWA's existing
dry-year supplies. The purpose of flus project is to increase water supply reliability in the
Santa Clarity Valley during single or multiple dry years.


3.2.4 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
CLWA is evaluating a water acquisition agreement with the Buena Vista Water Storage
District (BVWSD) and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District (RRBWSD), referred to
as the BV4VSD/RRBWSD Water Acquisition Project. The water acquired by CLWA would
be used to meet current and future demand in its service area, and anticipated demands of
several currently idenfified sites that CLWA may soon be requested to annex into its service
area. Through the BV4VSD/RRBWSD Water Acquisition Project, CLWA would have rights
to purchase the 11,000 of annually from BVWSD/RRBWSD during the term of CLWA's
SWP Contract (2035), with an option to extend to a later date.


This ll,000 of of water acquired by CLWA would be used to meet current and future
demand in its service area or the service area as it may be extended through annexaflon. An
additiona19,000 of would be available for purchase from year-to-year, depending on the
hydrologic conditions and water availability, for a total of 20,000 af. This additional water
would only be available periodically, and while it would increase the water supply
reliability for the CLWA service area, it would not support new development.
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The Draft EIR for the CLWA Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage
District/Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
was issued in June 2006 (CLWA 2006b). The Final EIR for the project is currenfly being
prepared; the Board of Directors is expected to deternune whether to certify the EIR and
approve the project in the fall of 2006. If approved, the project would increase CLWA's
water supply by 11,000 to 20,000 afy. A portion (11,000 afy) of this water would be used to
support existing and anticipated new demands, and a portion (up to 9,000 afy) would be
used to increase the water supply reliability in the CLWA service area.


3.3 New Facilities


3.3.1 Treatment
CLWA filters and disinfects SWP water at its tcvo treatrnent plants prior to its distribution to
Local Purveyors. Since the completion of the CEQA evaluaflons for the Project, CLWA has
approved and constructed upgrades to the Earl Schmidt Water Filtration Plant and is
considering expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant. The following secfion
summari2es these actions.


The Earl Schmidt Water FIltration Plant (ESWFP) is one of two potable water treatrnent
plants in the CLWA service area. The ESWFP is located near Castaic Junction, south of Lake
Hughes Road and adjacent to Castaic Lake. It receives untreated SWP water from Castaic
Lake and treats that water to meet applicable potable water quality standards.


CLWA was evaluating designs and potential environmental impacts of the upgrade and
expansion of the ESWFP at the time of the approval of the Project. The process
modifications were designed to achieve compliance with current and proposed water
quality regulafions (CLWA 2003b). The capacity modifications to the ESWFP were intended
to accommodate a firm treatment capacity of 56 mgd (CLWA 2003b). These capacity
modifications had the additional benefits of providing: (1) a greater degree of redundancy in
treatrnent capabilities in the event of an emergency; (2) additional peak throughput capacity
to meet existing summer peaking needs; and (3) capacity to serve fuhzre growth.


CLWA approved the plans for this project in mid-2003. Construction of the ESWFP
upgrade and expansion followed the project approval. The 56 mgd plant has been
functioning with its new processing system and added capacity since the spring of 2005.


CLWA is currenfly evaluating designs for the expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatrnent
Plant (CLWA 2006a). The plans call for the unmediate expansion of this facility from its
current 30 mgd to 60 mgd. The capacity modifications would have the same benefits as
described for the ESWFP, above. The CLWA Board of Directors recenfly approved the
project and certified the Rio Vista Water Treatrnent Plant Expansion Final EIR on August 23,
2006.


Expansion of treatment capacity enhances the ability of regional water agencies to meet the
peak demands of water users. Without these expansions water purveyors would be forced
to increase the pumping capacity of groundwater wells to meet peak demands. Treatment
plant expansions do enhance the reliability of the delivery of water to users but do not add
to the reliability of the supply.
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3.3.2 Conveyance


CLWA provides treated water to the Local Purveyors via network pipelines. Since the
completion of the CEQA evaluations for the Project, CLWA has approved the extension of
the Honby Pipeline, and is in the process of extending flee Pitches Pipeline and the Sand
Canyon Pipeline and related storage reservoir.


Completion and operation of the new facilities described below does not influence the
amount of water available to support new development (like the Project) in the CLWA
service area, but does support the delivery of the avaIlable water for use to existing and
future development. Facilities upgrades in the CLWA service area significanHy contribute
to meeting peak period daily demands and provide redundancy to cope with unanticipated
outages and emergencies.


3.3.2.1 Pitches Pipeline


The Pitches Pipeline is an approximately 4,300-foot-long, 24inch lateral pipeline extension
that extends existing pipeline from just east of Interstate 5 to the intersection of the Old
Road and Sedona Way in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Pitches Pipeline carries
created imported water to the northwestern portion of CLWA's service area to supplement
existing groundwater supplies distributed by the Local Purveyors. The Pitches Pipeline
was completed in fall of 2005.


3.3.2.2 Honby Pipeline


The Honby Pipeline Project is the construction of a 9,500-foot, 60-inch buried steel water
pipeline to replace the existing 33-inch Honby pipeline, in a new alignment Construction
will occur in two stages. The first phase will include construcflon of a 2,500-foot pipeline
segment that will connect the 84-inch treated water pipeline that leads kom the RV W1'P to
the existing Honby Pipeline. The second phase will consist of the construction of the
remaining 7,000-foot segment of the pipeline. This segment will continue from the end of
the 2,500-foot segment to the new Sand Canyon pump stafion. Construction is expected to
be complete by spring 2007. This pipeline will transport water that is already part of
CLWA's supply.


3.3.2.3 Sand Canyon Pipeline


CLWA recenfly completed the construction of the Sand Canyon Pipeline and pump station,
and the construction of a related storage reservoir is currenfly underway. Construction is
expected to be completed by December 2006. The 48-inch, approximately 30,000-foot-long
water pipeline originates near the intersection of Furnivall Avenue and Santa Clara Street
where the new Sand Canyon pump station is located. The pipeline travels southeast from
the new pump stafion and terminates at the new storage reservoir being constructed west of
Rolling Hills Avenue and Warmuth Road. The new pump stafion wIIl provide the lift to
transport water to the 7-million-gallon storage reservoir and ensure that adequate pressure
is available throughout the project's service zone.
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3.4 Plans and Reports


3.4.1 NCWD Water Supply Report
In late 2004, NCWD prepared an assessment of regional water supplies to assist the agency
in determining if currenfly available and reasonably foreseeable water sources will be
sufficient to meet existing and anticipated future water demands (NCWD 2004). This
assessment characterized the local and imported water supplies available to NCWD, the
reliability of those water supplies and the projected water demands for the Santa Clarity
Valley, and those within the NCWD service area. The assessment followed the guidelines in
the California Water Code Secfions 10910-10912 for approach, required information, and the
criteria for determining supply sufficiency to allow NCWD to facilitate the use of the
information in the Water Supply Report in future.


NCWD evaluated various methods of predicting future water demands. The various
methods included regional projections of per capita use estimates, exirapolafion of historic
water connection to new water connections, and econometric approaches using planned
land use. The extrapolation of historic water connection method (with consideration of the
results of the other methods) was used in this report.


It was determined that the total annual demand within the NCWD service area at build-out
of the approved land use (at an indeterminate date) would be 29,150 af. Water connections
were expected to increase to 14,550 by 2025. Water demand (with anticipated conservation
measures) was expected to increase to 17,400 afy by 2025.


NCWD reviewed the status of each of the local and imported water supplies, their
constraints, reliability, and augmentafion possibilifles. Based on those analyses sufficient
water supplies appeared to be available to meet anticipated demand through 2025. This
determinafion included normal, multiple dry, and single dry year conditions along with the
use of local groundwater, imported, banked, and recycled supplies.


3.4.2 Santa Clarity Valley Water Reports
Water management agencies in the Santa Clarity Valley have prepared the annual.Santa
Clnrita Valley Water Report (SCV4VR) since 1998. This report provides the current
information about water supplies (including the local groundwater resources, S4VP water
supplies, water conservation supplies and recycled water) and demands. The 2005 edition
reviews the sufficiency and reliability of current supplies compared to existing demand and
provides ashort-term ouflook of the supply-demand relationship for 2006.


As described in the most recent SCV WR, the total water demand in the Santa Clarity Valley
in 2005 was approximately 83,60 af. Approximately 85 percent (70,8D0 a~ of this demand
was delivered for municipal use and the remainder (12,800 afl was for agricultural and
other (miscellaneous) uses. As a result of the significantly wet conditions that prevailed
through winter and spring, total demand in 2005 was approximately five percent lower than
in 2004, and about nine percent lower than had been esfimated in the previous SCV WR.
The total water demands were met by a combination of about 45,100 of from local
groundwater resources, about 38,000 of of SWP water, and about 450 of of recycled water.
Groundwater supplies were used to meet nearly 32,300 of for municipal demand and 12,800
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of for agricultural and other uses. Groundwater supplies from the alluvial aquifer produced
approximately 38,700 of and slighfly less than 6,500 of were pumped from the underlying,
deeper Saugus Formation. Alluvial aquifer pumping represented about a 5,000 of increase
from 2004 while pumping from the Saugus formation was essentially unchanged. Neither
pumping volume resulted in any overall change in ongoing groundwater conditions (water
levels, water quality, etc.) in either aquifer system. S4VP deliveries to the Local Purveyors
decreased by about 9,000 of from the volume delivered in 2004.


Table 4 provides a summary of the water uses and supplies in the Santa Clarity Valley in
2005.


TABLE 4
Summary of 2005 Water Supplies and Uses (acre-feet
Municipal


State Water Project 38,034


Groundwater (Total) 32,316


Alluvial Aquifer 26,368


Saugus Formation 5,948


Recycled Water 438


Subtotal 70,788


Agriculture/Miscel I aneou s


State Water Project -


Groundwater (Total) 12,785


Alluvial Aquifer 12,280


Saugus Formation 505


Subtotal 12,785


Total 83,573


Source: SCVWP 2005


CLWA's final allocation of Table A from the SWP for 2005 was 90 percent, or 85,680 af.
Utilizing SWP contract provisions, CLWA elected to "carry over" unused remaining Table
A Amount into 2006. The total avaIlable SWP supply in 2005 was S8,3S2 af, including 2,702
of of 2004 carryover delivered in early 2005. CLWA deliveries were 38,034 of to the
Purveyors and 20,000 of to the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program (described above),
with 31,377 of of the 2005 Table A Amount for potential carryover to 2006. In 2005, CLWA
did not need to supplement water supplies from the two groundwater banking agreements
with Seatitropic.


The SCVWR also provided a review of the status of the water resources available for use in
the Santa Clarity Valley and applicable water management plans. Management plans for
the Alluvial aquifer anticipate withdrawals in the range of 30,000 to 40,000 afy in
average/normal years, and 30,000 to 35,000 afy in dry years. Pumping from the Alluvial
aquifer was 38,700 of in 2005. Higher than average precipitation in late 2004 and 2005
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resulted in significant water level recovery in the eastern part of the basin, continuing the
overall trend of fluctuating groundwater levels witlwi a generally constant range over the
last 30 years. On a long-term basis, there is no evidence of any historic or recent trend
toward permanent water level or storage decline.


These ongoing data indicate that the Alluvial aquifer remains in good operating condition
and can continue to support pumping in the range described above without adverse results
(e.g., long-term water level decline or degradafion of groundwater quality). While there
have been historical fluctua8ons in groundwater level and quality, typically associated with
variations in precipitation and sireamflow, there has been no long-term trend toward
groundwater quality degradation; groundwater produced hom the Alluvial aquifer remains
a viable municipal and agricultural water supply.


All other Alluvial wells operated by the Purveyors continue to be used for municipal water
supply service; those wells near the Whittaker-Bermite property are routinely sampled and
perchlorate has not been detected. The inactivation of Alluvial wells due to perchlorate
contamination (described above) does not limit the Purveyors' ability to produce
groundwater from the Alluvial aquifer in accordance with the groundwater operating plan.


Management plans for the Saugus Formation aquifer anticipate withdrawals in the range of
7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years and 21,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three
consecuflve dry years. These management plans describe that such short-term pumping can
be recharged during subsequent wet/normal years to allow groundwater levels and storage
to recover, as it has in historical periods. Total pumping from the Saugus Formation was
slightly less than 6,500 of in 2005. On average, pumping from the Saugus Formation has
been about 7,000 afy since 1980. Both rates are near the lower end of the range of use of the
water within the formation. As a result of long-term relatively low pumping from the
Saugus Formation, groundwater levels in that aquifer have remained essentially constant
over the last 35 to 40 years. Ammonium perchlorate contamination from the Whittaker-
Bermite facility continued to force the closure of four wells in the Saugus Formafion
(described above). Despite the inactivated Saugus wells, the Purveyors still have sufficient
pumping capacity in other wells to meet the planned normal range of Saugus pumping.


The 2005 SCV WR also provided up-to-date information on historical and current water
deliveries by water source type. This information is provided in Table 5. The SCWVR
identified that water demands and supplies fluctuate from year to year in response to
climatic conditions. For example, while the long-term urbanization of the Santa Clarity
Valley has resulted in a long-term increase in demand for urban uses, demand in 2005 was
approximately five percent less than in 2004, principally as a result of a lengthy rainy
season. Water supplies for 2006 were expected to be sufficient to meet H1e needs of the
CLWA service and allow for the banking of an additiona120,000 of in the RRBWSD's
Storage and Recovery Program. Previously banked water in the Semitropic Groundwater
Storage Bank is not anticipated to be needed in 2006.
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TABLE 5
Municipal Water Supply Utilization by the Local Purveyors


Year State Water Alluvial Saugus Recycled Total
Project Aquifer Formation Water Municipal


1980 1,125 16,625 4,569 0 22,319


1981 5,816 14,056 4,950 0 24,822


1982 9,659 8,664 3,569 0 21,912


1983 9,185 8,803 3,398 0 21,386


1984 ~ 10,996 12,581 3,809 0 27,386


1985 11,823 12,519 4,140 0 28,482


1986 13,759 12,418 4,975 0 31,152


1987 16,285 12,630 4,962 0 33,877


1988 19,033 12,197 6,404 0 37,634


1989 21,618 13,978 7,217 0 42,813


1990 21,613 13,151 8,302 0 43,066


1991 7,968 17,408 14,417 0 39,793


1992 13,911 16,897 10,458 0 41,266


1993 13,393 19,808 10,151 0 43,352


1994 14,389 20,068 11,531 0 45,988


1995 16,996 20,590 8,087 0 45,673


1996 18,093 24,681 7,373 0 ~ 50,147


1997 22,148 25,273 6,752 0 54,173


1998 20,254 23,898 4,706 0 48,858


1999 27,282 27,240 2,728 0 57,250


2000 32,579 25,216 3,193 0 60,988


2001 35,369 22,055 3,267 0 60,691


2002 41,768 22,097 4,360 0 68,225


2003 44,419 19,397 3,581 7~0 68,097


2004 47,205 18,970 5,701 448 72,324


2005 38,034 26,368 5,948 438 70,788


Source: SCVWP 2005
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3.4.3 2005 Urban Water Management Plan
Water management agencies in the Santa Clarity Valley prepared and approved an updated
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) in 20052. The approved UWMP provides a
framework to guide long-term plaiuling and management actions by the regional water
agencies. It also provides a broad perspecflve on a number of water supply issues to the
public and provides information regarding:


• the potential sources of supply and their reasonable probable yield;


• the probable demand, given a reasonable set of assumptions about regional growth and
implementation of good water management practices; and


• an assessment of how the supply will be able to meet demand in the next 20 years.


The UWMP contains a descripfion of the historic and current water use and a description of
the methodology used to project fixture demands within CLWA's service area. Water use was
divided into applicable land use categories (residential, industrial, insfltutional, landscape,
agricultural, and other). Existing land use data and approved new water connection
informafion were compiled kom each of the Local Purveyors. Future projections of demand
were based on information in the "One Valley One Vision" (OVOV) report, a joint planning
effort by the City of Santa Clarity and the County of Los Angeles. This information was then
compared to historical trends for new water service connections and customer use factors
considering clunafic and water conservation effects. Historic water demands are shown in
Figure 6, and projected future water demands are provided in Table 6.


The 2005 UWMP also contains a description of existing and reasonably anticipated water
resources available to CLWA and the Local Purveyors. These descriptions include the
various sources of water, the amount of water that would be expected to be available under
normal years and during periods of single year and multiple year droughts.


Table 7 provides the exisfing and anticipated water supplies for use within the CLWA service
area, and the associated assumpfions and caveats, as were described in the 2005 UWMP.


Reliability planning and the inherent nature of the delivery reliabIlity of each of the water
sources were reviewed in the 2005 UWMP. This discussion included:


• characterisfics of the local groundwater supplies kom the alluvial and Saugus
Formation aquifers;


• the fiming and availability of recycled water;


• supplies from the S4VP, provisions of the water supply contract and the anficipated
delivery reliability of those supplementary supplies (as described in the 2005 SWP
Delivery Reliability Report (DWR 2006b)); and


2 The California Legislature enacted the Urban Water Management Planning Actin 1983. This act has been
implemented through Water Code Sections 10610 - 10656. The Act states that every urban water supplier lhat provides water
to 3,0 0 or more customers, or that provides over 3,000 aye-feet of water annually, should make every effort to ensure the
appropriate level of reliability in its water service sufficient to meet the needs of its various categories of customers during
normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The Act describes the contents of the Urban Water Management Plans as well as how
urban water suppliers should adopt and implement the plans.
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FIGURE 6
Historical Annual Total Demand in the CLWA Service Area


SOURCE: CL WA 2005.


TABLE 6
Projected Water Demands in the CLWA Service Area


Purveyor Demand (a~ Annual
Increase


2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


CLWA'sSCWD 30,400 35,000 39,100 43,100 47,100 51,100 2.1°/a


LACWWD#36 1,300 1,600 1,800 2,000 2,000 2,800 3.1°/a


NCWD 11,800 14,400 16,000 17,700 19,300 21,000 2.4%


VWC 30,200 35,100 40,200 43,700 50,600 54,400 2.4%


ToWI Purveyor 73,700 8fi,100 97,100 106,500 119,400 129,300 2.2°/a


Agricultural / 15,600 13,950 12,300 10,650 9,000 9,00 -
Private Uses


Total(w/o 89,300 100,050 109,400 117,15D 126,400 138,300 -
conservation)


Conservation (7,370) (8,610) (9,710) (10,650) (11,940) (12,930) -


TOtal 81,930 97,440 99,690 106,500 116,460 125,370 1.3°h
w/conservation


Source: CLWA 2005a.
1. Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of demand resulting from conservation best management
practices
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TABLE 7
Existing and Planned Water Suoolies in the CLWA Service Area


Water Supply Sources Supply (a~


2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


r Existing Supplies


Imported (Wholesale) 70,380 73,660 75,560 76,080 77,980 77,980


SWP Table A Supply Z 65,700 67,600 69,500 71,400 73,300 73,300


Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) 3 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680


Flexible5torageAccount 0 1,380 1,380 0 0 0
(Ventura County) 3'"


Local Suppifes


Groundwater 40,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000


Alluvial Aquifer 35,000 35,000 35.000 35,000 35,000 35,000


Saugus Formation 5,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000


Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700


ToWI Existing Supply 112,080 121,360 123,260 123,780 125,680 125,680


Semilropic Water Bank' 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0


Total Existing Banking Programs 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0


Planned Supplies


Local Supplies


Groundwater 0 10 000 10 000 20 000 20 000 20 000


Restored wells (Saugus 0 10,000
Formation)


New Welis (Saugus Formation) 0 0


Recycled Water 0 0


Transfers


Buena Vista/Rosedale-Rio Brevo6 0 11,000


Total Planned Supplies 0 21,000


10,000 10,000 1 D,000 10,000


0 10,000 10,000 10,000


1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700


11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000


22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700


Rosedale-Rio Bravo 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000


Additional Planned Banking 0 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000


Total Planned Banking Programs 0 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000


Source: CLWA 2005a.
1. The values shown under "Existing Supplies" and "Planned Supplies" are supplies projected to be available in
average/normal years. The values shown under "Exiting Banking Programs" and "Planned Banking Programs" are
either total amounts currently in storage, or the maximum capacity of program withdrawals.
2. SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 of by percentages of average
deliveries projected to be available, then from Table 6-5 of DWR's "Excerpts from Working Drak of 2005 SWP Delivery
Reliability Report (May 2005).
3. Supplies shown are total amounts that can be withdrawn and would typically 6e used only during dry years.
4. Initial term of the Ventura County entities' flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2013).
5. Supplies shown are the total amount currently in storage and would typically be used only during dry years.
Once the current storage amount is withdrawn, this supply would no longer be available, and this supply is not available
after 2013.
6. CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the demands of future annexations to the
CLWA service area.
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various flexible water supply arrangements (e.g.; the flexible storage account with DWR,
water banking agreements with Semiisopic Water District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo
Water Storage District, and the water supply agreement with the Buena Vista Water
Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage Disfrict) established by
CLWA to meet water demands in years when local and SWP supplies were insufficient
to meet water user demands.


Aiso included in the 2005 UWMP are descripfions of water Demand Management Measures
and the Best Management Practices implemented by CLWA as a part of water conservation
programs to result in quantifiable water savings for the Valley, and a Water Shortage
Contingency Plan and a Drought Emergency Water Sharing Agreement have been prepared
by CLWA and the Local Purveyors.


The IIWMP was the subject of a series of public outreach actions, including two public
hearings. It was adopted by the water management agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley in
late 2045.


In February 2006 a pefiflon challenging the 2005 UWMP was filed by California Water
Impact Network and Friends of the Santa Clara River in the Ventura Superior Court. The
petition alleges that the plan violated the Urban Water Management Planning Act because it
overstates availability of local groundwater and SWP supplies thereby facilitating
unsustainable urban development and resulting in harm to public trusE resources involving
the contribution to the water flows and quality of water in the Santa Clara River and its
habitat. These challenges were transferred to the Los Angeles Superior Court and the
litigation is pending (Los Angeles County Superior Court Case BS 103295).


3.4.4 Monterey Agreement and the SWP Reliability Report
During the 1990s, disagreements arose between DWR and the agencies that hold contracts
for SWP water (S4VP contractors) about how available SWP supplies should be allocated.
The S4VP contractors and DWR agreed to negotiate a settlement of their differences and
develop a new approach to managing SWP resources through a major overhaul of the Water
Supply Contracts. After a series of exhaustive negotiating sessions, an agreement was
reached in December 1994 in Monterey, California on a set of principles, known as the
"Monterey Agreement." The Monterey Agreement principles were implemented through
an amendment to the Water Supply Contracts between DWR and the SWP contractors,
which became known as the "Monterey Amendment." The Monterey Amendment was
approved in 1995 and went into effect in August 1996.


A Program EIR analyzing the environmental impacts of the Monterey Amendment
(Monterey Agreement EIR) was prepared and certified by the Central Coast Water
Authority (CCWA) in 1995.


As discussed in Section 3.2.2 of this Addendum, in late 1995, a lawsuit was filed by the
Planning and Conservation League (PCL), Plumas County Water Conservafion and Flood
Control District (Plumas Counly), and Citizens Plaiuiing Association of Santa Barbara
County (CPA) (collectively referred to as the "plainfiffs') challenging the EIR. The plaintiffs
argued that the environmental impact analysis prepared was inadequate because CCWA
was not a proper lead agency and the EIR analysis did not reflect the inability of the SWP to
deliver full Contract amounts to SWP contractors, even though they held contractual
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"enflflements" to those supplies. In 2000, the California State Court of Appeal (Third
District) found that a new EIR must be prepared.


Discussions to mediate a setflement began in 2001 and were finalized in May 2003. All
parties to the litigation have signed the settlement agreement. The settlement agreement
calls for DWR to prepare a new EIR pursuant to CEQA, while the Monterey Amendment's
provisions remain in operation. Pursuant to the setHement agreement, the parties are
preparing a new EIR The new EIR will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of
changes to SWP operations incorporated in the Monterey Amendment and the settlement
agreement. The settlement agreement did not change the substance of the Monterey
Amendment, but addressed the process by which the new Monterey Amendment EIR will
be prepared. The settlement agreement also calls for DWR to produce a biennial SWP
Delivery Reliability Report.


The Departrnent of Water Resources (DWR) issued The SWP Delivery Reliability Report
2005 (DWR 2006b) to update information presented in the similar 2002 report (DWR 2003).
A draft of the SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 underwent extensive public review in
late-2005. The informafion contained in the 2005 report was recommended by DWR for use
by SWP contractors in developing their 2005 Urban Water Management Plans.


The S4VP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 presented D4VR's current information regarding
the annual water delivery reliability of the SWP for existing and future levels of
development in the water source areas, assuming historical patterns of precipitation. This
report reviewed the general subject of water delivery reliability and discussed how DWR
determines delivery reliability for the SWP. A discussion of the analysis tool (the CaLSim II
computer simulation model), the analyses, and peer review regarding the accuracy of
Ca1Sim II and its suitabIlity for use in this report was included3. Finally, esflmates of SWP
delivery reliability today and in the fixture were provided along with examples of how to
incorporate this informafion into local water management plans.


The SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 did not include analyses of how specific water
agencies should integrate SWP water supply into their water supply equation. The reports
identified that such integration requires extensive informafion about local facilities, local
water resources, and local water use, which is beyond the scope of the State-wide report.
Moreover, such an analysis would require decisions about water supply and use that
traditionally have been made at the local level. DWR identified that local officials (like
CLWA) should continue to fill this role. Chapter 6 of the 2005 Report provided examples to
help local agencies incorporate the information presented in this report into local water
management assessments.


~ The critical data in the 2002 and 2005 Reports are based upon water delivery predictions using a wmputer
simulation model, CalSim II. Public criticism of this analytical approach centers on two areas: (t) the ability of CalSim II io
simulate "real world" conditions and accurately estimate SWP deliveries; and (2) the inability of the approach to account for
future uncertainties such as changes in the climate pattern or levee failure in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Oella due to
flooding or an earthquake. While no model is perfect, DWR is satisfied with the degree to which CalSim II simulates actual,
read-world operations of the SWP. When professional judgment is used with the knowledge o(the IimitaUons of CalSim II and
the assumptions used in the studies, CalSim II is a useful tool in assessing the delivery reliability of the SWP. The studies and
peer review related to CalSim II are diswssed in Chapter 3 and Appendix E of the 2005 Report.
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The 2005 Report (DWR 2006b) provided information on five Ca1Sim II model studies.
Studies 1, 2, and 3 were from the 2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report while studies 4 and 5
were developed specifically for the 2005 Report. The results of studies 1, 2 and 3 were
included in for comparison purposes.


The results of these studies as summarized in Table 8 for average, maximum, and murimum
deliveries for SWP contractors south of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.


TABLE 8
Table A Deliveries for SWP Contractors South of the delta


Study Average Delivery Maximum Delivery Minimum Delivery


Thousand Percent of Thousand Percent of Thousand Percent of
afy Maximum afy Maximum afy Maximum


Table A Table A Table A


2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report


1.2001 Study 2,962 72°/a 3,845 93°/a 804 19%


2. 2021A Study 3,083 75% 4,128 100% 830 20%


3. 20218 Study 3,130 76% 4,133 100% 830 20%


2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (Updated Studies)


4. 2005 Sfudy 2,818 66% 3,848 93°/a 159 4%


5. 2025 Sfudy 3,178 77% 4,133 100% 187 5%


Source: DWR 2006b.
Note: Maximum Delta Table A is 4.133 million acre-feet per year.


The results of these studies for a variety of dry-year scenarios are provided in Table 9.
Information is provide for both current (Study 4) and for 20 years in the fuhxre (Study 5).


TABLE 9
Average and Dry-year Table A Delivery from the Delta


Average Single dry- 2-year 4-year 6-year &year
1922-1994 year (1977) drought drought drought drought


(1976-1977) (1931-1934) (1987-1992) (1929-1934)


2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report


1.2001 Study 72°/a 19% 48% 37% 41°/a 40°/a


2. 2021 A Study 75% 20% 44°/a 39°/a 40% 41°/a


3. 2021 B Study 76% 20% 44°/a 39% 40% 41 °/a


2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (Updated Studies)


4. 2005 S1Udy 68% 4% 41°/a 32% 42% 37%


5. 2025 Sttldy 77% 5% 40% 33% 42% 38%


Source: DWR 2006b


The anticipated average delivery of SWP forecast in the SWP Water Delivery Reliability
Report (DWR 2006b) are similar to those found in prior DWR (2003) report. Anticipated
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delivery in a single-year drought scenario is significanfly less than those previously
published. These result tend to demonstrate the need for water banking programs such as
those implemented by CLWA (e.g., Semitropic and RRBWSD) to reduce or eliminate the
anticipated delivery amounts in single dry years. The results of the SWP Water Delivery
Reliability Report (DWR 2006b) were incorporated into the 2005 Urban Water Management
Plan (CLWA 2005a).


3.4.5 Global Warming
The potential effects of increasing atrnospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide and other
g̀reenhouse gases' and the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth's
atrnosphere and oceans have been the subject of considerable technical analysis and political
debate. The natural phenomena (e.g.; temperature, rainfall) that together form the climate
of a particular region vary from day-to-day and year-to-year. The variation in climate can
be a result of natural, internal processes or in response to external forces from both human
and non-human causes, including solar activity, volcanic emissions, and greenhouse gases.
There is little controversy that the earth's atmosphere has warmed over the last century.
The detailed causes of this change remain an active field of research. However, there is
increasing amount of scientific evidence that identifies greenhouse gases as the primary
cause of the recent waz~ming. This conclusion can be controversial, especially outside the
scientific community. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency maintains a website
summarizing the most recent scienfific evaluations and current news on the global warming
issue at: http://vosemite.ep~ov/oar/~lobalwarmingnsf/content/index.html.


On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-O5
establishing greenhouse gas emissions targets for California and requiring biennial reports
on potential climate change effects on several areas, including water resources. In June 2006
DWR published a Technical Memorandum Report entifled Progress on Incarporating
Climate Change into Plamting and Management of California's Water Resources in response
to the Executive Order (DWR 2006a).


This Technical Memorandum Report describes progress made incorporating climate change
into existing water resources planning and management tools and methodologies. Some
preliminary results on the potenfial effects of climate change are presented. While the
analyses presented in that report used many of the most current scientific techniques and
were reviewed by experts, all of the results are preliminary. They incorporate several
assumptions, reflect a limited number of climate change scenarios, and do not address the
likelihood of each scenario. Policy implications of clunate change and recommendations to
respond to the future demands for water are identified as beyond the scope of the report.


The Report covers a wide range of topics addressing climate change and its potenflal impact
on California's water resources. These include the following:


• Causes of climate change and potential threat to California's water resources, and
measures that could be taken to adapt to or mitigate flee effects of climate change.


• Background and approach used for the climate change analyses included and the
climate change scenarios used in the Report.
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Potential impacts of the selected climate change scenarios on SWP and Central Valley
Project operations. Results presented include changes in reservoir inflows, delivery
reliability, and annual average carryover storage. It also discusses the interaction of
various regulatory and operational conflicts such as water allocations, flood control, in-
stream flow requirements, and water quality requirements. The Report also presented
the implications for possible changes to operations that could mitigate the effects of
clunate change. However, these operational changes are left for future work.


Potential impacts to Delta water quality and water levels, including effects of modified
Delta inflows and exports on compliance with water quality standards and the
implications of sea level rise.


• Implications of global warming for managing floods.


Potential increases in crop water use due to global warming, and application of analysis
tools to assess changes in estimated net irrigation requirements for crops.


In addition, the Report included directions for further work to incorporate clunate change
into California's water resources management. This includes probability estimates of
potential climate change scenarios in order to provide policymakers with both ranges of
impacts and the likelihoods associated with those unpacts.


Based on the informaflon provided in the Report, Table 10 provides a summary of the
anticipated future effects of global climate change on California's water resources and the
consequences of those effects.


TABLE 10
Potential Effects of Climate Chance on California's Water Resources and Expected Conseouences


Potential Water Resource Expected Consequence
Impact


Reduction of the State's Average Potential loss of 5 million acre-feet or more of average annual water
Annual Snowpack storage in the State's snowpack


Increased challenges for reservoir management and balancing the
competing concerns of flood protection and water supply


Changes in the Timing, Intensity, Potential increased storm intensity and increased potential for flooding
Location, Amount, and Variability
of Precipitation Possible increased potential for droughts


Long-term Changes in Watershed Changes in the intensity and timing of runoff
Vegetation and Increased
Incidence of Wildfires Possible increased incidence of flooding and increased sedimentation


Sea Level Rise Inundation of coastal marshes and estuaries


Increased salinity intrusion into the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta


Increased potential for Delta levee failure


Increased potential far salinity intrusion into coastal aquifers (groundwater)


Increased potential for flooding near the mouths of rivers due to backwater
effects
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TABLE 10
Potential Effects of Climate Change on California's Water Resources and Expected Consequences


Potential Water Resource Expected Consequence
Impact


Increased Water Temperatures Possible critical effects on listed and endangered aquaiic species


Increased environmental water demand for temperature control


Possible increased problems with foreign invasive species in aquatic
ecosystems


Potential adverse changes in water quality, including the reduction of
dissolved oxygen levels


Changes in Urban and Agricultural Changes in demand patterns and evapotranspiration rates
Water Demand


Source: DWR 2006a.


Other recent DWR documents have addressed the potential for climate change, the potential
effects on water resources management, and the applicabIlity of existing models to simulake
current and future conditions that would be likely to occur over the next 20-years. OtYter
evaluations (see http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/biennial_reports/2006report/)have
used readily available models and other water management tools to assess the affects of
various global climate change scenarios on water supplies in California. DWR addressed
the need to consider global climate change as part of long-term plamiing for the
management of California's water resources in the Bulletin 160: California Water Plan
Update - 2005. This report acknowledged that


Cnlifornin's fi~fure hydrologic conditions will likely be different from pntterns
obseraed over the pest ce~ihay. Predictions include inerensed temperatures,
reductions to the Sierrn snowpack, earlier snawnieit, and a rise in sen 1eve1, although
the extent and timing of the changes remain uncertain. ...


Managing water resaiu~ces with climate change could prove different than mannging
for histolicnl climnte anriabilih~ because climate ehnnge rnuld produce }cydrologie
conditions, aarinbilih,/, ana extremes that are different from what current water
systems zaere designed to manage; ...


At present, the extent of climate change impacts is uncertain. As more sopYristicafed
tools are developed nncl more sh~dies are completed, better r~uantificntion mn~ be
possible. ... Incorporating flexibilih~ anti adaptnbilih~ into our current system enn
strengflten our abilih~ to respond to change. Flexible systems contribute to beneficial
operations both under current ns weii ns future climate eonclitions by allowing
management ndjusfinents or midcourse corrections without caaising major economic
and social disniptions.... (DWR 2005)


The SWP Delivery Reliability Report addressed the need to incorporate some of the
uncertainfies of global warming with regard to planning and operafion of the SWP, as
described in the following excerpt from the Report:
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Until the impacts of climnte change on precipitation and nuioff pattenas iii California
are better quantified, future weather patterns nre usually assumed to be similar to
those iii the past, especially where there is a significant histoficnl rainfall record. "~°~


The Stafe Water Project analyses contained in this reparE are bused upon 73 years of
histoincal records (1922-1994) for rainfall anc~ runoff tlwt have been adjusted to
reflect the current anc~ future leaels of deneloprr~ent in the source areas b~ analyzing
land use patterns and projecting future Innd and water use. These series of clnta are
then used to forecast tj~e amount of water available to the SWP under current and
fithtre conditions.


The assumption that past rainfall-runoff patterns will be repeated in the future has
an inherent uncerfainh~, especially giaen the evolving inforniation on the potential
effects of global climate cluinge. (DYVR 2006x)


The California Assembly and Senate recenfly passed Assembly Bill 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. This act requires the State Air Resources Board to adopt a
statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas
emissions levels in 1990 and establish a mechanism to achieve this limit by 2020. The bill
also requires the Board to adopt regulations for reporting and verifying statewide
greenhouse gas emissions and to monitor and enforce compliance with the greenhouse gas
emissions program. As of September 5, 2006, Assembly Bi1132 was enrolled and awaiting
the Governor's signature.


3.5 Sacramento•San Joaquin Delta Limitations
Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project in 2001, a variety of actions have occurred
or are planned for fl1e Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. These actions range from changes in
water management infrastructure to changes in water quality requirements to protect the
biological resources in the Delta. A description of some of the more substantial changes in
the Delta region is provided below:


CALFED Litigation—The CALFED Bay Delta Program is an association of agencies and
stakeholders whose goal is to develop and implement along-term plan to address
chronic water supply and environmental problems in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River
Delta and San Francisco Bay. This association has developed a Program Action Plan
that provides a framework for the implementation of projects within the CALFED
Program. The major program components are ecosystem restoration; water supply
reliability (including water use efficiency, water transfers, watershed management,
water storage, and water conveyance); water quality; and levee system integrity. An
Environmental Impact Statement/EIR was prepared for the CALFED Program in 1999
and was cerflfied in August 2000. Three separate cases concerning the CALFED process
were originally filed in Superior Court in Sacramento, Fresno, and Orange counties, and
the cases were coordinated for trial proceedings before the Superior Court, Sacramento
County. In April 2003, a Sacramento Superior Court upheld the EIR and its certification
under CEQA. However, this judgment was reversed, in part, by the Third Appellate
Court of California. The components of the CALFED Program continue to be
implemented.
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Environmental Watex Account—The Environmental Water Account (EWA) is a
cooperative water management program designed to provide protection to at-risk native
fish species of the Delta estuary while improving water supply reliability for water
users. The EWA program makes environmentally beneficial changes in the operations
of the SWP and the Central Valley Project (at no uncompensated water loss to the
Central Valley Project and 54VP water users). The protective actions for at-risk native
fish species proposed as part of the EWA would range from reducing Delta export
pumping to augmenting instream flows and Delta outflows. Beneficial changes in SWP
and Central Valley Project operations could include changing the timing of some flow
releases from storage and the timing of water exports from the Delta pumping plants to
coincide with periods of greater or lesser vulnerability of various fish species to
environmental conditions in the Delta. DWR and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) released the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR for the
EWA in January 2004.


South Delta Improvements Program—The South Delta Improvements Program (SDIP)
was included in the CAL.FED Program. The SDIP consists of two major components: (1)
physical and structural improvements in the south Delta; and (2) operational
improvements at the SWP's Clifton Court Forebay. The physical and structural
improvements consists of the following: construction and operation of permanent
operable gates at up to four locations in the south Delta channels to protect fish and
meet the water level and, through improved circulation, water quality needs for local
irrigation diversions; channel dredging to improve water conveyance; and modification
of 24 local agricultural diversions. The operafional components consider raising the
permitted diversion limit into the SWP Clifton Court Forebay from 6,680 cubic feet per
second (cfs) to 8,500 cfs. DWR and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation released a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/EIR for fl1e SDIP in October 2005.


North Delta Flood Control and Ecosystem Restoration Project—The channel system in
several of flee streams in the North Delta lacks capacity to convey flows kom the
upstream watershed through the Delta to the San Joaquin River and to the San Francisco
Bay. In concert with the CALFED Program, the North Delta Flood Control and
Ecosystem Restoration Project, also referred to as the North Delta Improvements Project
(NDIP), is designed to implement flood control improvements in a manner that also
contributes to ecosystem restoration, water quality, and water supply reliabIlity
concerns in the North Delta. The NDIP will improve water conveyance, improve water
supply reliabIlity, facilitate reductions in salinity, recommend ecosystem restoration
actions, and improve levee stability and integrity while minimizing impacts to
agricultural and recreation resources. DWR and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
published a Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation for the EIS/EIR on this project in
January 2003.


Delta Levee Improvements—There are over 1,600 miles of aging levees in the Delta.
The integrity of these levees has been of concern for some time and was brought to the
forefront after the failure of the Delta's Jones Tract levee in 2004, and subsequent levee
failures and flooding due to hurricane Katrina in New Orleans in 2005. There are a
variety of on-going and planned activities related to improving the integrity of the
levees in the Delta.
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• Other SWI' and/or Central Valley Project Operations Projects—There are a variety of
on-going and planned projects related to the operations of the SWP and Central Valley
Project. These include, but are not limited to the following: 2004 Long-Term Central
Valley Project Operations Criteria and Plan; San Luis Reservoir Low-Point Study; and
the Delta-Mendota Canal/California Aqueduct Intertie.


Endangered Species Considerarions—Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project
some protected species in the Delta, such as the Delta smelt, have experienced
significant declines in their abundance. A variety of acfions, projects, and plans have
been implemented or are in the plaruting stages to address these species issues. These
actions are being undertaken by a variety of federal, state, and local agencies. Several
federal, state and local agencies, including the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the National Oceanic and Atmosphere Administration-Fisheries, DWR,
certain water management wholesale and retail agencies, have initiated new species
conservation planning and permitting activities for anticipated and ongoing water
management operations in the Delta.


The 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report and the modeling analysis conducted for that
report took into account the effects of many of these changes on water supply, quality, and
supply reliability for SWP contractors south of the Delta. It is anticipated that future SWP
Delivery ReliabIlity Reports will take into account the effects of additional projects and
programs as they are implemented.


3.6 Santa Clarita River TMDLs
Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project, two Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 4
were completed for chlorides and nitrogen on the Santa Clara River. These TMDLs are
described below.


F~~t9i1
In recent years, elevated concentrations of chloride have been measured in waters of the
Santa Clara River watershed. These concentrations are primarily due to various types of
loading during beneficial water uses, including agricultural uses (irrigafion and leaching);
commercial uses; domestic uses; and water treatrnent (e.g., water softeners) (LACSD 2002).
In addition to loading from urban runoff, imported water in certain year types, and the
discharge of treated wastewater, naturally occurring chloride concentrations contribute to
excessive chloride concentrafions in Santa Clarity Valley groundwater (LARWQCB 1999b).
The identification of excessive chloride concentrafions resulted in the addition of several
reaches of the Santa Clara River in the Section 303(d) List, as idenfified above.


The fede2l Clean Water Ad requires states to designate appropriate water uses to be protected and directs states
to set water quality criteria based on these uses (United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 2000a). Under
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states, tertitories, and authorized Indian Gihes a2 2quired to submit lists to the USEPA
de(ailing water bodies for which existing pollution controls are Insufficient to attain or maintain water quality standards. After
submittlng the list of "impaired waters" to the USEPA, states must develop a TMDL plan to limit excess pollution. A TMDL is a
number that represents the assimilative capacity of water for a particular pollutant, or the amount of a particular pollutant that
We water6ody can receive without impacting its benefidal uses. TMDL plan implementation can be accomplished through
revised permit requirements (for point source contaminants) and through implementation of Best Management Practices
(USEPA 7999).
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Table 11 provides a timeline summary of the regulatory acflons taken to regulate chloride


loading within the Santa Clara River.


TABLE 11
Regulatory Timeline for Chloride


Time Action


January 1997 LARWQCB adopts a Chloride Policy, which consists of Resolution No. 97-02:
Amendment to the California Regional Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles
Region, to Incorporate a Policy for Addressing Levels of Chloride in Discharges of
Wastewaters.


Fiscal Year Sanla Clara River Reaches 3, 7 and S are added to the Section 303(d) List for chloride
1997/1998 impairment, and TMDL monitoring commences.


October 2002 LARWQCB amended the 1994 Basin Plan to incorporate a TMDL for chloride for the
upper Santa Clara River, establishing the 100 mg/L surface water quality objective for
Reaches 7 and 8.


February 2003 The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) remanded the chloride
TMDL back to the LARW~CB to consider sequentially phasing TMDL implementation
tasks, extending the interim limits, and reevaluation of the chloride objective itself.


March 2003 LACSD adopts an ordinance that prohibits the installation and use of new self-
regenerating water softeners in the Santa Clarita Valley to help lessen the chloride
loading in the region.


May 2003 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is developing chloride TMDLs for
Reaches 3, 7 and 8 of the Santa Clara River, in the event that the LARWQCB does not
adopt it's chloride TMDL by June 2003.


July 2003 The LARWQCB adopted the chloride TMDL in light of the Remand Resolution, and
revised the Basin Plan to incorporate the chloride TMDL.


May 2004 The LARWQCB revised and adopted the chloride TMDL. Revisions included
incorporation of four major studies into the Implementation Plan, including an evaluation
of the appropriate chloride threshold for the reasonable protection ofsalt-sensitive
agriculture.


Late 2004 The SWRCB and the Office of Administrative Law approve the chloride TMDL.


April 2005 The USEPA approved the chloride TMDL.


August 2006 The LARWQCB adopted revisions to the TMDL. The revisions include acceleration of
the foal TMDL completion date and incorporation of time-certain tasks related to the
design and treatment facilities into the Implementation Plan.


Source: LARWQCB 2006a and 2006b, SWRCB 20D3 and 2002, LACSD 2002, USEPA 2003


The revisions to the chloride TMDL adopted in May 2004 required completion of several


special studies to characterize the sources, fate, transport, and specific impacts of chloride in


the Upper Santa Clara River. The first of these special studies, the Literature Review


Evaluation, was completed in September 2005 (Upper Santa Clara River Agricultural


Technical Working Group 2005).


In addition, the LACSD has compiled the Santa Clarity Valley Joint Sewerage System


Chloride Source Report, a detailed and comprehensive study of the sources of chloride


loading in the Santa Clarity Valley (LACSD 2002). That study identified that residential


water use, primarily from self-regenerating water softeners, greatly contributes to the


chloride loading.
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Based on the results of that study, the LACSD adopted an ordinance that prohibits the
installation and use of new self-regenerating water softeners in the Santa Clarita Valley.
This ordinance took effect in March 2003.


LACSD has also led the completion of a collaborative report entifled "Chloride Source
Identification/Reduction, Pollution Prevention, and Public Outreach Plan" which identifies
chloride sources and strategies for reducing sources. The Report identified the potable
water supply as the largest source and self-regenerating water softeners as the second
largest source of chloride loading (LARWQCB 2006b).


As described in Table 11, the LARWQCB recenfly adopted revisions to the chloride TMDL
that would accelerate the final TMDL completion date and incorporate time-certain tasks
related to the design and treatment facilities into the Implementation Plan (LARWQCB
2000b).


3.6.2 Nitrogen
The LARWQCB adopted a nutrient TMDL in late 2003 for the upper Santa Clara River that
addresses the Section 303(d) List for nitrate plus nitrite impairment (LARWQCB 2003). The
TMDL limits nitrate (NOs), nitrite (NOz), ammonia (NHa), and total nitrogen (N). Principal
sources of nitrogen to a watershed typically include discharges from water reclamation
plants and runoff from agricultural acfivities. Elevated nitrogen concentrations (ammonia,
nitrate, and nitrite) can cause impairments in warm water fish and wildlife habitat, along
with contributing to eutrophic effects such as algae growth and low dissolved oxygen. The
establishment of the TMDL will not affect the amount of water available or the reliability of
the water supply.
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Updated Water Supply Characteristics


4.1 Existing and Planned Local Supplies
The following discussion of the existing conditions regarding water supply in the Santa
Clarity Valley is based on the new information, facilities, plans and reports (outlined above)
that have been completed since the approval of the Spring Canyon Final EIR in 2001.


4.1.1 Groundwater
The East Subbasin of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin) is the sole
source of groundwater for urban use in the Santa Clarity Valley. Two aquifers in this Basin
are used for domestic and agricultural supply -the Alluvial and Saugus Formation aquifers.


The groundwater component of overall water supply in the Valley is managed based on a
groundwater operating plan developed over the last 20 years to meet water requirements
(municipal, agricultural, small domestic) while maintaining the Basin in a sustainable
condition (i.e., no long-term depletion of groundwater or interrelated surface water). This
operating plan also addresses groundwater contamination issues in the Basin. The
groundwater operating plan is based on the concept that pumping can vary from year to
year to allow increased groundwater use in dry periods and increased recharge during wet
periods and to collectively assure that the groundwater basin is adequately replenished
through various wet/dry cycles. As formalized in the GWMP, the operating yield concept
has been quantified as ranges of annual pumping volumes.


Two formal reports have been produced under the Memorandum of Understanding
between CLWA, the Local Purveyors, and United Water Conservafion District (LT4VCD) that
preceded the GWMP of 2003. The first report, dated April 2004, documents the construction
and calibration of the groundwater flow model for fl1e Santa Clarity Valley. The second
report, dated August 2005, presents the modeling analysis of the Local Purveyors'
groundwater operating plan, described below. The primary conclusion of the modeling
analysis is that the groundwater operating plan will not cause detrimental short or long
term effects to the groundwater and surface water resources in the Valley and is therefore,
sustainables.


4.1.1.1 Alluvial Aquifer


The groundwater operating plan includes pumping from the Alluvial aquifer in the range of
30,000 to 40,000 afy in average/normal years, and slighfly reduced pumping (30,000 to
35,000 afy) in dry years (CLWA 2005a). Current data indicate that the Alluvial aquifer
remains in good operating condition and can continue to support groundwater pumping in


5 From "Analysis of Groundwater Basin Yeld, Upper Santa gara River Basin, Eastern Subbasin, Los Angeles County,
California," prepared by CH2M Hill and Luhdorff and Swlmanini Consulting Engineers, August 2005.
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the range stated above without adverse results (e.g., long-term water level decline or
degradation of groundwater quality; CLWA 2005a).


In 2002, as part of ongoing monitoring of wells for perchlarate contamination, perchlorate
was detected in one well in ttte Alluvial aquifer located near the former Whittaker-Bermite
facIlity. The detected concentraflon was slighfly below the Notification Level for
perchlorate (6 ug/1), and the well has been inactivated for municipal water supply since the
detecfion of perchlorate. In early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second well in the
Alluvial aquifer. Following the installaflon of wellhead treatrnent (in the fall of 2005), the
second well was returned to water supply service. All other wells in the Alluvial aquifer
operated by the Local Purveyors continue to be used for municipal water supply service;
those wells near the Whittaker-Bermite property are routinely sampled and perchlorate has
not been detected. Further information on the status of the remediation efforts of this
contamination are described in Section 3.1.1 above. Also, as described in section 311.2, low
levels of perchlorate have also been detected in well NC-13, however, the level is well below
the action level and the well remains in operation (refer to H1e discussion above).


4.1.1.2 Saugus Formation


The groundwater operating plan includes pumping from the Saugus Formation in the range
of 7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years; it also includes planned dry-year pumping
from the Saugus Formation of 21,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three consecutive dry years
(CLWA 2005a). Such short-term pumping can be recharged during subsequent wet/normal
years to allow groundwater levels and storage to recover, as it has in historical periods.


In 1997, ammonium perchlorate was discovered in four Saugus Formation wells in the
vicinity of the former Whittaker-Bermite facility. All four of those impacted wells remain
out of active supply service. All other wells in the Saugus Formation owned and operated
by the Purveyors are available for municipal water supply service. As part of regular
operation, those wells are sampled on a routine basis and Perchlorate has not been detected.
Despite the inactivated wells, the Purveyors still have sufficient pumping capacity in other
wells to meet the planned normal range of Saugus pumping (see discussion in Section 3.1.1).


4.1.2 Recycled Water
Recycled water service was initiated in July 2003 and CLWA is permitted to deliver up to
1,700 afy of recycled water. Future plans (currenfly under environmental review) would
allow the delivery of up to 17,400 afy (an addifional 15,700 a~. The amount of recycled
water used for irrigation purposes, at a golf course and in roadway median strips, was
approximately 450 of in 2D05 (SCVWP 2006).
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4.2 Existing and Planned Imported Supplies


4.2.1 SWP Table A Supply
CLWA holds a water supply contract to the SWP with DWR. CLWA's contractual "right" to
the SWP (the Table A Amount) is 95,200 afs. Climaflc conditions and other factors can
significanfly alter the availability of S4VP water in any year, and DWR makes annual
allocations of S4VP water based on that year's hydrologic conditions, the amount of water in
storage in the SWP system, and SWP contractors' requests for 54VP supplies. Based on the
information provided in the 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (see Section 3.4.4),
CLWA's average or normal year SWP supply is anticipated to range from approximately
67,600 of in 2010 to approximately 73,300 of in 2030. Additional SWP supplies may be
available in above-average years, and conversely, CLWA's SWP supply would be less in
below-average years (see Table 8).


4.2.2 CLWA and Ventura County Flexible Storage Account
Flexible storage is storage available to SWP contractors that share in repayment of the costs
of terminal reservoirs (Castaic and Perris lakes). These contractors may withdraw water
from their share of flexible storage, in addition to any other SWP supplies available to the
Contractar. The Contractor must replace any water it withdraws from flexible storage
within five years.


CLWA may withdraw up to 4,684 of of water from Castaic Lake as flexible storage (CLWA
2005a). CLWA manages this storage by keeping the account full in normal and wet years
and then delivering that stored amount (or a portion of it) during dry periods. The account
is refilled during the next year that adequate SWP supplies are available to CLWA to do so.


In addifion, CLWA has negotiated with Ventura County water agencies to obtain the use of
their Flexible Storage Account. As part of this agreement, CLWA has access to another 1,376
of of storage in Castaic Lake on a year-to-year basis for ten years, begmnulg in 2006 (CLWA
2005a).


4.2.3 Semitropic Groundwater Banking Projects
CLWA has two groundwater banking agreements with the Semitropic Water Storage
District (refer to Section 3.2.1). CLWA stored some of its S4VP water in 2002 and 2003 in
accordance with these agreements, and can withdraw up to 50,870 of of water to meet its
demands over aten-year period (unti12012/13). Once the current storage amount is
withdrawn, the supply would no longer be available.


6 As described in Section 32.2, legal challenges are pending for the Uansfer of 41,000 of of Ta61e A Amounl from
WRMWSD to CLWA. The new certified EIR completed by CLWA in 2004 must presumed to be adequate while the legal
challenges are pending.
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4.2.4 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,
Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program
As described in Section 3.2.3 of this Addendum, CLWA has a water banking agreement
with RRBWSD, and CLWA can store and later withdraw up to 20,000 afy of its total SWP
Table A Amount. Modifications to RRBWSD facilities or extra capacity in these facilities
would allow CLWA to withdraw up to an additiona125,000 afy for a total annual
withdrawal of 45,000 af. For the purposes of water supply plaruling, CLWA has assumed a
maximum annual withdrawal of 40,000 af. These supplies are planned for the future and
are not part of CLWA's existing supply. As discussed above, under the RRBWSD Storage
and Recovery Program, CLWA banked 20,000 of in 2005 and will bank 20,000 of this year
(personal communication, D. Masnada 2006).


4.2.5 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
As described in Section 3.2.3 of this Addendum, CLWA is evaluating a water acquisition
agreement with the BV4VSD and the RBWSD. Through this water acquisition agreement,
CLWA would have rights to purchase the 11,000 of annually from BVWSD/RRBWSD
during the term of CLWA's SWP Contract (2035) with an option to extend to a later date.
This 11,000 of of water acquired by CLWA would be used to meet current and future
demand in its service area or the service area as it may be extended through annexation.
These supplies are planned for the future and are not part of CLWA's existing supply.


4.3 Summary of Existing and Planned Water Supply
Existing and planned water supplies are shown by source in Table 7 of this Addendum, and
summarized in Table 12 below. Existing and planned banking programs are summarized in
Table 12, but because these programs would typically be used only during dry years, they
are not included as part of the existing and planned water supply for the Santa Clarita
Valley.


TABLE 12
Summary of Current and Planned Water Suoolies in the CLWA Service Area


Water Supply Sources Supply (a~


2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


Existing Supplies


Imported 70,380 73,660 75,560 76,080 77,980 77,980


Local Supplies 41,700 47.700 47,700 47,700 47,700 47,700


ToWI Existing Supply 112,080 121,360 123,260 123,780 125,680 125,680


Existing Banking Programs


Total Existing Banking Programs 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0
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TABLE 12
Summary of Current and Planned Water Supplies in the CLWA Service Area


Water Supply Sources Supply (a~


2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030


Local Supplies 0 10,000 11,600 26,300 31,000 35,700


Transfers D 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000


Total Planned Supplies 0 21,000 22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700


Total Planned Banking Programs 0 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000


Source: CLWA 2005a.
Note: The values shown under "Existing Supplies" and "Planned Supplies" are supplies projected to be available in
average/normal years. The values shown under "Exiting Banking Programs" and "Planned Banking Programs" are
either total amounts currently in storage, or the maximum capacity of program withdrawals. Refer to Table 7 for more
information.
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Impacts of the Pro,


5.1 Significance Criteria
The Draft, Final, and Supplemental EIRs evaluated water service impacts of the Project
based on the following significance criteria:


• the projects demand for water exceeds the available supply of the water district serving
the project site;


• water service infrastructure cannot be made available to serve the proposed project;


• the impacts of the proposed project together with cumulafive projects in the water
service district exceeds available supply.


These significance criteria are also used for this analysis.


5.2 Impacts
As described in Section 2.1 and shown in Table 1 of this Addendum, the Project would
increase regional water demand by approximately705.7 of or approximately 1 percent of the
amount of water used in the Santa Clarity Valley in 2005 (see Table 5). This new, site-
specific water demand would be met by a combination of regional groundwater resources
and imported water supplies.


The Project site was identified as "pending development" in the NCWD Water Master Plan
for the Pinetree Water System, and was identified as "pending" in the NCWD's 2004 Water
Supply Assessment (Figure 5 in that report). Because the Project was included in the water
demand projecfions in the 2004 Water Supply Assessment, and because that Report
concluded that sufficient water supply appears to be available to meet projected demands
over the next 20 years of Purveyors in the Santa Clarity Valley, including NCWD (NCWD
2004), the Project's demand for water would not exceed the available supply of the NCWD,
which would serve the Project site. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant
and the same as described in the Final EIR.


As described in the Final EIR, following Project construcflon, the Project applicant will be
obligated to replant some of the open space areas disturbed during construction for
approximately 2 years. This water demand is in addifion to the Project's long-term water
demands. This is expected to be temporary and minimal impact on water supply. Impacts
would be less than significant and the same as described in the Final EIR.


The Final EIR idenfified a significant unpact to Purveyors and inhastructure from the
Project because at the time the Final EIR was prepared, the water supply infrastructure
needed to transport water to the site was insufficient. However, since this time, all
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upgrades that were necessary in order for NCWD to serve the Project site have been
completed. In addition, as a condifion of Project approval, NCWD had asked thak


The applicant provide a graded pad, an access road, and a new 1.5 million
gallon (mg) water tank in order to provide the project and surrounding,
existing development with additional short-term storage, emergency storage,
and fire flows. In addition, the provision of the new 1.5 mg tank will allow
for maintenance and repair of the existing water tank when needed. The new
water tank wIll be located either on- or -off site in the immediate vicinity of
the existing NCWD's Tank 3.


This Addendum is prepared to assist NCWD in its consideration of the agreement regazding
the design and construcflon of water system improvements for the Project. As described iri
the Final EIR, the applicant will also extend NCWD's Soledad Canyon Road transmission
line to the Project site. Although the necessary upgrades to serve the Project site have been
completed, for the purposes of full disclosure, this impact is considered to be the same as
described in the Final EIR and is significant.


Given the Projects pending status by the County of Los Angeles the development of the
Project site was included in, and would be consistent with, future water demand projections
used in the 2005 UWIvIP. Because the 2005 UWMP shows that there is sufficient water to
meet demands wiHtin the CLWA service area as a whole, the impacts of the Project together
with cumulative projects in the Santa Clarita Valley would not exceed available supply.
Therefore, cumulafive water supply impacts would be less than significant and the same as
described in the Final EIR.


5.3 Mitigation Measures
The autigation measures are the same as described in the Final EIR and consist of the
fallowing:


WR-1 The applicant shall pay connection fees, as necessary, to the satisfaction of NCWD.
The fees shall be paid prior to water service connection.


WR-2 The applicant shall participate in any future funding mechanism as necessary fllat is
identified andunplemented as part of the NCWD Master Water Plan for the Pinetree
Water System.


Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


5.4 Conclusion
Although current (2006) regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in the
Santa Clarity Valley area has changed since the completion of the Final EIR for the Project,
these changes would not result in changes to, or increases in the severity of, the water
supply impacts described in the Final EIR. The impacts and mitigafion measures are the
same as were described in the Final EIR. Implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in the Final EIR, including improvements to the water supply infrastructure
necessary to supply the Project site, follows the commitrnents idenflfied in the Final EIR,
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and does not represent a substantial change or significant new circumstance that has
bearing on the Project or its impacts. Because none of the conditions requiring preparation
of a Subsequent EIR or Supplement to an EIR have occurred, tlus Addendum is the
appropriate mechanism under CEQA to document the changes that have occurred since
completion of the Final EIR for the Project.
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Los Angeles County Superior Court
Decision on Submitted Matter in


Sierra Club, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita, et al.
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~RIG{NAL FILED


aus i ~ Zoos


LQS AhIGEL.ES
SUPERIOR CC}Ui~T


SUPERIOR COURT OP CALIFORNIA


COi7NTY OF LOS ANGELES


SIERRA CLUB, et al., ) CASE NO. BS 098 722


Petitioner, ) DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER


vs. )


( CITY OF SANTA CLARITA,et a1.,


Respondent.


NEWHAI,L LATTD AND FARMING, )


Real Party in Interest. )


Having taken the matter under submission on May 31, 2005, having


considered all the evidence admitted and the parties' oral and written


', arguments, the Court rules as follows:


Petitioners Sierra Club, Center for Biological Diversity, Friends


of the Santa Clarita River, and California Water Impact Network


("Petitioners") seek a Writ of Mandate commanding Respondents City of


Santa Clarita and Santa Clarita City Council ("City" or "Respondents")


to set aside its decision certifying the Final Environmental Impact


Report (^FEZR") and approving the Project known as Riverpark in favor of


Real Party in Interest Newhall Land and Farming ("Newhall").
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1 The Riverpask.pro~:e~t:,_~~s~ated-nzt a.:.~rA9.-aere site. Originally,.


2 Riverpark proposeE3-~1~:383-.~~:ixle~i~,-a~ its.-==-etii~~~sting of 439 single- ''',


3 family homes and 4~ -a~~;<~~ii~•~~0"r-~4t~square feet of commercial ',


4 development, a tFa#~=Via-.-, ~a==29=acr~ act3velpassive park along the


5 Santa Clara River, a733'agpto~iFua~lq'-942'acYe~'-of open space area,_


6 including most of'rhi~'Sai~=a-C3a~a-'3Zv~r: '-'('2''i'.~R' Tab 4, .340-92 [Draft


7 EIR, § 1.D, Projec~~~=~~h g~=. s~- rblic hearing process,


8 the project was revised by converting the apartments to condominiums or


9 townhouses, reducing to 1,123 the residential units and to 16,000 square


iD feet co~nercial development, and preserving additional areas of the


11 Santa Clara River and its south fork. (10 AR, Tab 12, 11742-94 [PEER,


12 Project Revisions and Additional Information].) Further. hearings in


13 2005 reduced the residential units to 1,089, consisting of 432 single


14 Family homes and 657 condominium/townhouses, and provided for the


15 preservation of more land and river areas, totaling 788 acres (470-acres


16 on-site) for recreation and open space. - (10 AR 11792-49; 9 AR, Tab 11,


17 11418-22.} Included among the 318 off-site acres are the remaining.


18 portions of the south fork of the Santa Clara River owned by RPI, and 37


19 acres of the Santa Clara River significant ecological area ("SEA"}.


20 Project approvals included a General Plan Amendment, a Zone Change;


21 a vesting tentative tract map, a conditional use permit to build in


22 excess of two stories znd a maximum of 50-feet, Hillside Innovative


23 Application, a permit for vehicular gating, a variance to reduce setback


29 requirements and to build sound walls in excess of 7 feet, Hillside


25 Development Application,- and an Oak Tree Permit. {1 AR, Tab 2, 9-114;


26 2 AR 259.)


27 The Planning Commission held 9 hearings and on 12/21/04 recommended


28 that the City Council certify the EIR and adopt a Statement. of
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1 Overriding Considerations for impacts that could not be mitigated to a


2 less than significant level. (1 AR, Tali 2, 9-22 [App. Reso.]; 7:2 AR,


3 Tab 9, 8079-81 (12/21/04 Hearing Transcript); 73 AR, Tab 652, 51639-43


4 [12/21/04 Staff Report].)


5 The City Council held 3 hearings and certified the EIR on 5/29/05,


6 unanimously approving the project on 6/14/05. (1 AIt, Tab 2, 22-26; 1


7 AR, Tab 3, 115-229.)


S Petitioner Filed within Petition for Writ of Mandate alleging non-


9 compliance with CEQA.


10 To establish violation of the California Environmental Quality Act


11 ("CE~A"), Petitioner must show an abuse of discretion in that the County


12 either failed to proceed in the manner required by law or the


13 determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence. '


14 (Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.5(b); Puh. Resources Code, §§ 21168, 21168.5.}


15 When CEQ}1 non-compliance is alleged, the Court reviews the entire record


16 to see if substantial evidence supports the challenged determinations.


17 "Substantial evidence" is defined as "enough relevant information


18 and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can


19 be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might


20 also be reached." (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15384(x); ~1 aurel Height


21 ~Iporovement Asan v Req,Pnts of University of California (1988) 47


22 Ca1.3d 376, 393.) . Substantial evidence may include facts, reasonable


23 assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by


29 facts, but not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or


25 clearly erroneous evidence. (Pub. Resources Code, ~§ 2i080(e)(1}(2),


26 21082.2(c).)


27 "[I]n applying the substantial evidence standard, the reviewing


28 court must resolve reasonable doubt in favor of the administrative
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finding and decision. As such, if there are conflicts in tha evidence,


their resolution is for the agency." (River Val~gy Preservation Project


v. Metropolitan Transit Development Board (1995) 37 Cal. App. 4th 154.,


166.) Determinations in an EIR must be upheld if supported by


substantial evidence, and the mere presence of conflicting evidence


in the administrative record does not invalidate them. (Chapar a


Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Ca1.App.4`b 1134, 1143.} An


agency's approval of an EIR may not he set aside on the ground that an


opposite conclusion would have been equally or more reasonable. (L r


Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988)


47 Ca1.3d 376, 393.) The Court's role is not to substitute its judgment


I for that of the local agency representatives, but to enforce ''


legislatively mandated CEQA requirements. (Citizena of Goleta Valley v. '


( Hoard of Supervisors (1990) 52 Ca1.3d 553, 564.) The Court passes only


l upon the EIR's sufficiency as an informative document, not upon the


correctness of its environmental conclusions. ~~,aurel Heights at 392.)


I, City Proaerly Relied on the 41 000 AFY Water Transfer for P1 ~nnina


Purposes


Petitioners contend that the City is legally precluded from relying


on water from the transfer of 41,000 AFY acre feet per year ("FLF'Y") of


State Water Project ("SWP"J water to the local SWP wholesaler, Castaic


Lake Water Agency ("CLWA") f"41,000 AEY transfer") for planning


purposes, and the EIR's reliance on water supplies is not supported by


substantial evidence.


The water far t' he Riverpark project is to be supplied by CLWA.


Zn 1999, CLWA entered into a contract with the Kern Delta Water


District for transfer of 41,000 acre feet per year iAE'Y) as part of the
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"Monterey Agreement."i The CLWA certified an EIA for the 41,000 AEy


transfer tiered on the earlier program EIR that had been prepared for


the Monterey Agreement.


In Planning and ConseLvation League v Dept of Water Resources


(2000) 83 Ca1.App.4 b̀ 892 ("PCL"), the PCL challenged the Monterey_


Agreement program EIR. The Court of Appeal held that the EIR should


have been prepared by DWR as the lead agency, rather than by one of the


contractors, and'that a new EIR must be prepared and certified by DWR.


The Court did not invalidate the Monterey Agreement or enjoin the water


transfers effected thereunder, but directed the trial court to consider',


under CEQA section 21168.9 whether the Monterey Agreement should remain',


in place pending preparation of DWR~s new EIR, and to retain


jurisdiction pending certification of DWR`s EIR.


Itt Friends oz Santa Clara Aiver v. CLWA (2002) 95 Cal.App.4t!' 1373


("Friends I"), the Court of Appeal ordered CLWA's EIR decertified


because it had been tiered from the Monterey Agreement EIR, adjudged


inadequate: "We have examined all of appellant's other contentions and


find them to be without merit. If the PCL/tiering problem had not


arisen, we would have affirmed the judgment." i~'riends, suura, at 1387.)


The Court did not issue any ruling affecting CLWA's ability to continue


to use and rely on water supplies from the 41,000 AFY Transfer, leaving


it to the trial court's discretion whether to enjoin CLWA's use of.the


water pending its completion of a new EIR. {Friends, supra, at 1388.)


///


~An excellent history of the SWP and the role of Department of Water
Resources ("DWR") in the management of the SWP, the Monterey Agreement
and amendments, and relevant litigation is set forth in Calif. Oak


foundation v. Santa Clarita, 133 Ca1.App.4th 1219 {2005 .
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In September 2002, on remand to the,Las Angeles County Superior


Court, the Friends petitioners applied under CEQA section 21168.9 to


enjoin CLWA from continuing to use and rely on water from the 91,000 AFY


Transfer. The trial court rejected that request, and in December 2003,


the Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court's ruling allowing CLWA to


continue to use and rely on water from the 41,00 AEY Transfer pending


completion of its new EIR. (Id.; see also, Friendr o h san a Tara


R v ' v CaG ai .ak Wa ar ~gencv, 2003 WL 22839353 i~~Friends II"j at


Tab 7, 5 AR 91BQ-97.)


Meanwhile, on 5/5/03, before the trial court acted on remand, the.


parties to the PCL litigation entered into the Monterey Settlement


Agreement.' Section II of that agreement provides that SWP would


continue to be administered and operated in accord with both the


Monterey Amendments and the terms of the Monterey Settlement Agreement.


(5;1 AR, Tab 7, 9367.) The Monterey Settlement Agreement did not


invalidate or vacate the Monterey Amendments, or any water transfer


effected under them.


A. PCL, Friends of the Santa Clara River and California Oak do not


preclude reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer


Petitioners contend that legal uncertainties surrounding the 41,00


AFY transfer due to the $~,I and Friends lawsuits preclude the City from


relying an water from that transfer for planning purposes.


', Specifically, Petitioners contend that because PCL requires the


( Department of Water Resources {~~DWR") to prepare an EIR analy2ing the


ZOn 6/6/03, the Sacramento County Superior Court issued its Order
h inder CEQA section 21168.9, approving both tha Monterey Settlement
Agreement, and the continued operation of the SWP pursuant to the
Monterey Amendment and the approved Monterey Settlement Agreem~nt. (See
6 AR, Tab 8, 6557; 8 ~R, Tah 10, 9775-78 (Order].)
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,effects of the eight SWP water transfers completed under the Monterey


( Agreement, none of those transfers, including the 41,000 AFY transfer,


I van be relied on for planning gurposes until ➢WR has completed and


', certified that EIR. Moreover, Petitioners contead that the Court of


~i Appeal so held in c'al~fornia Oak Faiinda ion v ~ y n Rant iar•r,


(2005) 133 Ca1.App.9°h 1219.


~I, r.~P  od and ~aliforn~a Oak (discussed infra) do not preclude


reliance on the 41,00 AE~Y transfer for planning purposes.


While the Courts of Appeal could have simply said that all EIRs


requiring reliance on the 41,000 AFY transfer, must await the


certification of a new FEIR by DWR (and resolution of any litigation


challenging such FEIR), they have not done that.


Although the Court in Friends and c'alifornia Oak observed that CLWA


"may be able to cure the PCL problem by awaiting action by the [DWR]


complying with the PCi decision, then issuing a subsequent EIR,


supplement to EIR, or addendum _ tiering upon a newly certified


Monterey Agreement EIR" (California Oak, supra, 133 Ca1.App.4°6 at 1230,'


n. 6), neither court said that the CLWA and City of Santa Clarita must


await the DWR FEIR.


CLWA certified a new EZR on the 41,000 AFY T=ans~er on 12/22/04..


(Tah 10, 8:2 AR 10441-48~ (CLWA Resolution certifying the EIR]; see also


Tab 637, 63 AR 43466-44683 [CLWA FEIR]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11750 [Final


Riverpark EIR Project Revisions and Additional Information.} This new


EIR analyzes the effects of the 41,D00 AFY Transfer without tiering from


the Monterey Agreement EZR.3 Although CLWA`s EIR is currently being


.'The CLWA EIR concludes that the Monterey Settlement Agreement
neither requires that DWR's new EIR be certified before CLWA can certify
its new EIR for the 41,000 AFY Transfer, nor requires that DWR~s new EIR


a
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challenged, CEQA requires that the EIR be conclusively presumed to


comply with CEQA, until a court has judged it deficient. (See. e.g.,


CEQA, § 21167.3(b), CEQA Guidelines, ~ 15231; see also, Barthelemy v.


Chino Basin Water Dist., ~s ,~ara, 36 Ca1.App.4th 1609, 1fi17.)


Since the prior CI,WA EIR for the 41,000 AFY Transfer was overturned


solely because it tiered from a later-decertified Monterey Agreement'


EIR,-and CLWA has now certified an EIR approving the 41,000 AFY Transfer'


without tiering from the Monterey Agreement EIR,' the City reasonably


included water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer in CLWA's supplies, after


Ilconsidering at length the current status of all litigation.5


B. The 41,000 AFY transfer is sufficiently certain and the Mont=rey


Settlement Agreement does not preclude Respondents from relying on


said tiansfer in its EIR pending DWR~s preparation of its EIR.


As argued by Respondents, three provisions in the Monterey


Settlement Agreement, read together, refute Petitioners' argument that


the 41,000 AF'Y Transfer was excluded from Attachment E because it was a


non-permanent transfer, which may not be used for planning purposes.


serve as the EIR for that Transfer. iTab 637.63 AR A3987-92 [CLWA
Master Response to Comments).) These conclusions are consistent with
Friends II, that the 41,000 AFY Transfer is not legally bound to the ~P ,~
litigation or to DWR's new EIR. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 4195-9196.)


'Although DWR is in the process of certifying its own EZR pursuant
to PCL and the Monterey Settlement Agreement, DWR appzoved CLWA's


, preparation of its EIR in a comment letter on the Draft EIR, and noted
', that CLWA's Draft EIR "adequately and thoroughly discusses the proposefl
', project and its impacts," and "adequately discusses the reliability of
the SWP, pre- and post-Monterey Amendment conditions, future conditions
and SWP operations." (Tab 637, 63 AR 93482-83.)


SRespondents' Riverpark EIR discusses the prior litigation and
devotes 6 pages to discussion of the litigation surrounding CLWA's EIR
on the 91,000 AFY Transfer in its response to comments alone. (Tab 8, 6
AR 6551-6559.)
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1 Section IiI(C)(4).requires DWR to conduct an "[a]nalysis of the


2 potential environmental impacts relating to" all eight of the comgleted


3 water transfers, not just of the 41,000 AFY Transfer (Tab 7. 5:1 AR


4 4368-69) and to analyze all of the transfers in the same- manner, even


5 though seven of them, defined in the Agreement as the "Attachment E


6 Transfers," were beyond challenge. (Id. [Section IZI(C)(4)j; Tab 7, 5:1 %


7 AR 9370 [Sections III(D), III(Ej].) Section ZII(D) precludes challenges '


8 to the Attachment E Transfers, which had been litigated in other forums '


9 or had become final without challenge by the expiration of limitation


10 periods. (Tab 7. 5:1 AR 4370.) Section III (E) acknowledges the


11 jurisdiction of Los Angeles Superior Court over the then-ongoing Friends


12 litigation challenging CLWA's EIR on the 41,000 AFY Transfer 1Tab ?, 6


13 5:1 AR 4370) pending completion of CLWA's new EZR, but does not


14 distinguish the 91,000 AFY. Transfer from the Attachment E transfers


15 otherwise.


16 The Monterey'Settlement Agreement does not prohibit reliance on the


17 91,000 AFY Transfer. All of the water transfers were effected as


lE permanent transfers under the Agreement and are to be analyzed in the


19 same way in DWR's new EIR, as required by Section III(C)(4).


20 Petitioner contends that the continued availability of the 41,000


21 AFY transfer is uncertain until DWR has concluded its EIR and that under.


22 California Oak, the City may not presume that the outcome of DWR's


23 environmental. review will be the continued availability of the 41,000


24 AFY.


25 DWR, however, has Yecognized the 41,OdG AFY Transfer as a permanent


26 transfer under the Monterey Agreement by entering into Amendment No. 18


27 to CLWA's agreement, which increases its Table A Amount by 41,.000 AFY


28 (Tab i0, 8:1 AR 9212-14), and has since consistently allocated water
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supplies to CLWA based on that entitlement (Tab 4, 2:2 AIt 1015-17


[DEIRJ). Furthermore, as noted supra, DWR also submitted positive


comments on CLWA's Draft EIR. (Tab 637, 63 AR 43482-83).


DwR's analysis of the 41,000 AFY Transfer in its new EIR will be


part of a broader analysis or past and future permanent transfers of


Table A Amounts, and will not constitute the EIR for the 41,000 AEY


transfer. (5:1 AR, Tab 7, 4369.) As noted supra, gam„ _Friends and the


Monterey Settlement Agreement do not prohibit CLWA's preparation of its


new EZR addressing tha impacts of the 41,000 AE'Y transfer. (Tab 637,_ 63


AR 43987-92 [CLWA Master Response to Comments].}


California Oak, being most recent, deserves further discussion. In


California Oak, the Court struck down the City's certification of an


earlier EIR for an industrial project because it did not address the


1ega1 uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 AFY Transfer. California oak s


did not bar the use of water from the 41, 000 AFY transfer for all


( planning purposes. It criticized the City's failure to explain its


reasoning for relying on the 41,OOq AFY transfer, but held that it was


up to the City to determine whether or not to zely on the 41,000 AE'Y


transfer in its planning. The Court stated: "(T]he question is whether


the entitlement should be used for puzpcses of planning future


development, since its prospective availability is legally uncertain.


A~thovah this decision must be made by the City, the EIR is intended to


serve as an informative document to make government action transparent.


Transparency is uapossible without a clear and complete explanation of


the circumstances surrounding the reliability of the water supply."


', (~ at 1237-38; emphasis supplied.) Before relying on water from the


41,400 AFY transfer for planning purposes, the City must "present a


reasoned analysis of the significance [or insignificance] of the
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1 decertification of the EIR far the Castaic purchase; how demand for


2 water would be met without the 41, 000 AFY entitlement; or why it is


3 appropriate to rely on the 41,000 AE'Y transfer in any event." {I~,, at


4 1244.)


5 The Court in California Oak ruled that the EZR contained an


6 inadequate discussion, in fact no discussion at all, of the uncertainty.


7 regarding the 41,000 AFY transfer in the EIR itself, but only refezences


B to it in the 'appendices, and responses to comments. The text of the EIR


9 did not mention the decertification of the CLWA EIR, or that


10 "entitlements are not really entitlements, but only `paper' water."


11 (California Oak, supra, 133 Ca1.App.4th at 1236.} From the EIR, the


12 Court could only assume that City concluded the 41,000 AF'Y would


13 continue to be available, but found that the lack of a forthright


14 discussion of a significant factor that could affect water supplies. was


15 antithetical to the purpose of an EIR to reveal to the public the basis


16 on which officials approve or reject environmental action. (~ at.


17 1237-38). Thus, the Court held that the EIR failed to inform the public


18 of the litigation uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 AFY transfer, and


19 substantial evidence did not support the City's decision to rely on


20 water from that transfer for planning purposes.


21 Here, by contrast, the City discussed the 41,009 AFY transfer and


22 its uncertainties at considerable length, both in the EIR and throughout


23 the review process. (See~.nfra, pp. 12-16.) The ~P 7, Friends, Friends


24 ~I,, and California Oak decisions were all discussed. The City concluded


25 that it was likely that the 91, 000 AFY would be available for the


26 project. By the time the City Council held it first Riverpark hearing


27 on 1/25/O5, the City also had before it CLWA~s certified new EIR for the


28 41,000 AEY transfer, which was not the case in California Oak.
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1 The Riverpark EIR adequately discloses the uncertainties regarding


2 the 41,000 AFY transfer and discusses them forthrightly.


3 C. Svbstantia2 evidence supports reliance on 41,000 AFY watex transfer


4 and the ESR's analysis of the transfer is not flawed


5 Petitioners contend that substantial evidence does not support the


6 City's decision to rely on water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer.


7 As noted, California Oak held that, as long as the city has


B analyzed the uncertainties surrounding this water supply, it is within


9 the City's province to decide whether to rely on the 41,000 AFY Transfer


10 for planning purposes.


11 The EIR and the Administrative Record contain substantial evidence


12 supporting the City's decision that water from the ~1,~00 AFY Transfer


13 can be relied on as part of CLWA's supplies.


14 CLWA, the SWP and the reliability of its water supplies, the


15 Monterey Agreement, the ~P I, litigation, the Monterey Settlement


16 Agreement, CLWA's Table A Amounts, and the Friends litigation are all


17 extensively discussed in the EIR. The City specifically discloses that


18 a future adverse judgment invalidating the Monterey Agreement could


19 affect CLWA`s' ability to use water from the 41,000 AFY transfer andl


20 adversely affect CLWA's water supplies over the long term, but that, ''i


21 based on the information discussed, CLWA (the experts concerning water l'


22 supply) believed that'such a result "is unlikely to >unwind' executed


23 and completed agreements with respect to the permanent transfer of SWP


29 Water Amounts." (Tab 4,2:2 AR 1019-15; see also, Tab 8,6:2 AR 6551-59


25 [TR-3J.) Further, the EIR notes the 41,D00 AEY Transfer was completed in


26 1999, CLWA has paid approximately $47 million for the additional Table


27 A Amount, the monies have been delivered, the sales price has been


28 financed through CLWA by tax-exempt bonds, and DWR has increased CLWA's
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SWP maximum Table A Amount and delivered or made available to CLWA the


95,200 AE'Y because it was a permanent transfer/reallocation of SWP Table


A entihlement between SWP contractors." (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 1013.j ~ Included


in the EIR's Appendices and referenced in the EIR, are the 19 documents


supporting the EIR's analyses, includinq the PC_7 decision, the Monterey


Settlement Agreement, the Sacramento County Superior Court's "Order


Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21168.9," the Friends


decision, the Los Angeles County Superior Court's Judgment on remand in


the mss, litigation, CLWA's final EIR.for the 41,000 AE'Y Transfer,


and CLWA's Resolution certifying that EIR.


The City responded to numerous comments challenging the EIR's


conclusion that CLWA could rely on the 41,000 AFY Transfer for planning


purposes. Due to the number of comments, and the amount of information


required to respond, the City prepared a "master" response on this


', subject,.TR-3 (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6551-59). TR-3 reviews the information


disclosed in the EIR's Water Services section regarding the 41,000 AFY


Transfer and the Friends litigatiott, then responds to comments asserting


that: ii) the SP I litigation and Monterey Settlement Agreement preclude


CLWA from using or relying on that water transfer, and (ii} because the


Monterey Settlement Agreement requires DWR to prepare a new EIR on the


Monterey Agreement, CLWA cannot' rely on the water transfer until that


new EIR is completed. The City also prepared responses to individual


comment letters on the 41,000 AFY Transfer° All of these comments and


65ee, for example, responses to comments from the Santa Clarita


Organization for Planning and the Environment (Tab S, 6 AR 5962-66,


6689-6717), Petitioners Sierra Club (Tab B, 6 AR 6194-6201, 6370, 6737-


66, 6829-30), California Water Impact Network (Tab H, 6 AR 6273-79,


6767-75), Friends (Tab 8, 6 AR 6387, 6835-36), and from a law firm


involved in the $~.ji litigation (Tab 8, 6 AR 6275-78, 6776-83~.
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responses are included in the Riverpark Final EIR. i


The City's Planning Commission also held a study session on the


subject of the reliability of available water supplies. (Tab 9, 7 AR


7980.-92.) I


Ultimately, the City reviewed all of this information, and the


views e~tpressed in the EIR, by CLWA, and by commentators opposed to the,


City considering the 41,000 AFY Transfer, and determined it was


appropriate for the City to rely on those SWP supplies. (Tab 2, 1 AR 9-


114 [App. Reso]; Tab 3. 1 AR 174-220 (CEQA Findings].) The City


explained that its determination to allow Riverpark to rely on the


41,000 AFY Transfer was supported by the information in the EIR for four


main reasons: (i) nothing in the 2~Sonterey Settlement Agreement or in any


court decision precludes that reliance; (ii) nothing in -the Monterey


Settlement Agreement precludes CLWA from preparing and certifying its


revised EIR for that transfer as instructed by the Court of Appeal in


the Friends decision and, in fact, the Settlement Agreement was


carefully crafted to leave that EZR and any required remedies to the Los


Angeles County Superior Court; (iii} the fact that DWR is preparing an


EIR that will analyze all of the water transfers under the Monterey


Agreement does not preclude CLWA from preparing and certifying its


revised FIR, as, instructed by Friends; and (iv) CLWA's Final EIR re-


approving the transfer had been certified without tiering from the


', Monterey Agreement FIR. (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6558-59 [TR-3]; Tab 10, 8:2 AR


10491-10480; Tab 12, 10 AR 11750.}


As directed by California Oak, the City here has analyzed in


considerable detail the uncertainties surrounding the AEY water transfer


and explained the basis for its reliance on that transfer. The City's


~ ///
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determinations are not an abuse of discretion, but supported by


substantial evidence.


Petitioners' contention that the City makes false statements about


the transfer (OB 7-9) is not borne out by the record.


The City's statement reads: "Because the 41,000 AF was a permanent


water transfer, because DWR includes the 91,000 AE' in calculating CLWA's


share of SWP Table A Amount, and because the courts have not prohibited


CLWA from using or relying on those additional SWP supplies, the City


has determined that it remains appropriate for the Riverpark project .to


include those water supplies in its water supply and demand analysis,


while acknowledging and disclosing uncertainty created by litigation."


(Tab 8, 6:2 AA 6768-69.)


This statement is qualified and explained by the City's extensive


discussion of the legal uncertainties arising from litigation, supra,


and is not misleading. The statement cannot be taken out of context and


must be read in light of other statements and evidence in the record.


As regards "reliance on the fact that DWR counts the 41,000 AFY in Table


A amounts, DWR has acknowledged the 91,000 AFY Transfer by continuously


delivering SWP water, including water from the Transfer, to CLWA for


many years. The Monterey Settlement Agreement treats the 91,000 AFY


Transfer identically to the Appendix E Transfers. The City's discussion


of the reliability of SWP water supplies, including the 41,000 AFY


Transfer water, is a discussion relating to the ability of the SWP to


deliver only such supplies as are available on a year-to-year basis.


(See, e.g., Tab 9, 2:2 AR 1022-30.) The City discussed the reliability


o£ available SWP supplies under average, dry and critical dry years, and


' that there would be sufficient supplies to meet Riverpark's demand and


cumulative demand. _(,T~ at 1051-70.)
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IInlike a i o n~a oak, the record shows that the City considered


the 41,000 AEY transfer in the EIR, including the legal uncertainties,


the reliability of available supplies of SWP water in general, and


concluded, based on substantial evidence, that it was appropriate to


rely on those supplies for planning purposes. The City also considered


and responded to numerous comments. After 12 hearings before the


Planning Commission and City Council, the City certified the EIR and


approved Riverpark, knowing that water supplies from the 41,000 AFY


Transfer were to some degree uncertain, but explaining the reasoning for


its determinations and the evidence that supported it. That ~s all that


CEQA and C~.lifornia Oak require.


II. Impacts on Biologi al R o u . w se App~priately Evaluated


Petitioner contends that the project's impact on three special-


status species, the western spadefoot toad ("Toad"), the San Diego back-


tailed jackrabbit ("Jackrabbit") and the holly-leaf cherry woodlands


("Holly-Leaf") must be considered significant because they are "rare"


within the meaning of CEQA, the EIR~s responses to comments by


Department of Fish and Game ("DFG') were inadequate,_ as were mitigation


measures for the Toad and Jackrabbit.


CEQA Guidelines section 15065 (a) provides: "A lead agency shall


Find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment and


. thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project where there ,is


substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that (1) The


project has the potential to substantially reduce the number or


restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species _ ."


(Guidelines, § 15065(a); 51 AR 33996,)


Here, an EIR was prepared and the impacts on the Toad, Jackrabbit,


and Holly-Leaf considered. Petitioner contends that, to assess the
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significance of the project impacts on the Toad, Holly-Leaf, and


Jackrabbit, the EIR was required to determine whether the species are


"rare" under Guidelines section 1538o(b)(2)(A), which defines "rare" as


"[a]lthough not presently threatened with extinction, the species is


existing in such small numbers throughout 'all or a significant portion


of its range that it may become endangered if its environment worsens."


The EIR's conclusions with regard to these species are supported by


substantial evidence.


Toad


The EIR concluded that iaapacts on the Toad would be significant and


unavoidable (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5774, 5827).


The EZR describes the Toad as a special-status species STab 7, 5:2


AR 5720-5730, 5737, 5831-36; see also Tab 9, 7;2 AR 8572 [Revised Draft
{


EZR ("RDEIR")I), and defines "special-status wildlife" to include rare '•


species, that is, State Species of Special Concern and Federal Species '


of Concern. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5728.) The EIR notes that Toads were found


in three seasonal rainpools created by human disturbances in the middle


of areas planned £or development: in the right-of-way for the extension


' of Newhall Ranch Road,- in the middle of Planning Area A-1, and in the.,


middle of Planning Area B {Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5832-34). The potential impacts


on the Toad were analyzed in accordance with CEQA and City thresholds


and found to be significant (~ at 5750-53, 5774 . Mitigation was


recommended in the form of pre-construction surveys, preparation of a


Resource Management and Monitoring Plan ~("RMMP"1, design and


construction of new enhanced Toad habitat and implementation of a


capture and relocation and monitoring program. .Ultimately the EIR


concluded that the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable,


because such measures have not yet been proven to he highly effective,


L~
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and because of the possibility that not all of the individual Toads


could be successfully captured and relocated (j,~ at 5811)..


The City's responses to comments and its actions addressed DF~'s


concerns (Tab 8, 6:1 AR 5680-86 [DFG letter], Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6621-30


[response)), and those of other commentators (see, e.g., Tab 8, 6:1 AR


5876-~7 (Santa Monica Mountains Conservar_cy letter], Tab 8, ,6:2 AR 6610-


14 [response7). The City followed DFG`s recommendations, the City's


"Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Mitigation Plan" ("Toad


Plan") was created by the City`s expert biologist in consultation with


DFG and was ultimately approved by DFG.


5uhstantial evidence in the record supports the City's decision to


( mitigate the impacts on ttie Toad rather than reconfigure the Project.


Such evidence included opinion of City's expert biologist that the Toad


Plan was likely to succeed, and DFG's approval of that Plan. It


properly exercised its discretion to consider the remaining impacts on


the Toad to be significant and unavoidable, and adopted a Statement of


Overriding Considerations for the Toad. (Tab 3, 1 AR 145-150, 155-163, ',


esp. 159 [SOC].? ~'guments similar to Petitioners' arguments here were


rejected in Defend the Say v. City of Irvine (2009) 119 Ca1.App.9th


1261, 1276-77.


Jackrabbit


For the Jackrabbit, the Revised DEIR determined that "[b]ecause


this species is not state or federally listed as Endangered or


Threatened, because it is considered relatively abundant in suitable


habitat areas within its range, and because the direct loss of


individual jackrabbits is expected to be low, .it is expected that the


regional population would not drop below a self-sustaining level with


the implementation of this project," the loss of any individual
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1 jackrabbits would not be considered a significant impact. (Tab 7, 5:2


2 AR 5775.)


3 The EIR identifies the Jackrabbit as a State and federal special-~


4 status species, and .determined the significance of impacts on that


5 species based on CEQA and City thresholds that recogni2e substantial


6 adverse effects on special-status species and substantial reduction of


7 habitat as being significant impacts (Tab 7. 5:2 AR 5750-53J. Based on


8 field surveys (see, e.g., Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5707-08 [RDEIR, § 4.6; Tab 6, 4


9 AR 4153-54), the EIR reported that Jackrabbits. which occur in a variety


10 of habitats, had been sighted on-site in the riverbed, open terraces and


11 disked fields, but that because those areas are disturbed, the overall


12 quality oP the habitat on site suitable for Jackrabbits was only


13 moderate. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5735, 5739, 5775; Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8572 [RDEIR].)


14 The EIR noted that the Project had been designed to include all NRMP


15 applicable mitigation measures for the areas in and adjacent to the


16 Santa Clara River (Tab 7. 5:2 AR 5759-61, and 5789-5800 [RDEIR, ~ 4,61;


17 Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8576 [RDEIR]), including preconstruction surveys, capture


18 and relocation, and riparian habitat creation enhancement. (I~,_ at 5757-'


19 5759, and 5793-95 [RDEIR, § 4.6J; see also, Tab 9, 7;2 AR 8541-42 '


20 [RDEIRJ}.


21 The EIR concluded that project-level impacts would be less than'.


22 significant, not just because Jackrabbit is not a listed species ands


23 does not require heightened protection, but also because the species is ~


24 abundant where it occurs, and, since it is mobile and would likely


25 disperse to nearby better habitat rather than be killed as the site is


26 developed, few individuals would be lost due to development of the site.


27 {Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5775.) Nevertheless mitigation including preparation of


28 an RNtMP and preconstruction surveys of areas outside the NRMP areas for
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the potential capture and relocation of special-status species was


recommended. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5800-01, 5809-10; Tab 9,7:2 AR 8543-45,


8584-85 (RDEIR pages].) The EIR also concluded that the pro}ect-level


and cumulative impacts on an aggregate of 28Q acres of habitat, in


general, necessarily including that for Jackrabbits, would be


significant and unavoidable even after mitigation (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5761-


62, 5811, 5825-26, 5827). A Statement of Overriding Considerations was


adopted for these impacts. iTab 3, 1 AR 145-163.)


The City did not ignore DFG's comments, but in response to DFG,


stated that it had considered the NRMP and its EIS/EIR, which had


earlier analyzed impacts on the Jackrabbit within the NRMP area (in and


adjacent to the Santa Clara River), and found those impacts to be


significant and imposed mitigation to reduce them to a less than


significant level. (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6622-23.) Those mitigation measures, ',


the City explained, had been incorporated into the Project as design


. features, and that Riverpark scaled back the activities permitted by the


' NRMP, so that the activities within the NRMP area would .have even less


of an impact on the Jackrabbit than the NRMP EIS/EIR had determined.


(Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6622-24.)


Development was moved further back from the Santa Clara River to


protect riparian resources, including Jackrab6lt habitat (including bank


stabilization in a portion of the site). A public trail that had been


proposed in the riverbed was moved out to join the pedestrian/bike


bridge over the Aqueduct. (Tab 8, AR 6623-24; see also Tab 2, Tab 9, Tab


12 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions ; Tab 11) The City also e~tplained


that the mitigation requiring preconstruction surveys and capture and


relocation was more definitive than DFG described B more than simply


forcing individuals to disperse:.As to cumulative impacts, the City
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noted that because the NRMP's mitigation measures had been imposed on


all of the land between the eastern border of Riverpark vest to Castaic


Creek, and because Riverpark had been revised to preserve even more


upland, the EIR had concluded that cumulative impacts on the species


would be less than significant. (Tab 8, AR 6624.)


DFG disputed the. EIR's conclusions without challenging the City'"s


survey methodology. ' (Tab 8, AR 5882.) As the City's response to DFG's


comment letter shows, the City considered DFG's co~nents, but disagreed


with them. ' The City's response did not assert that the EIR relied


solely upon the NRMP EIS/EIR's analysis of impacts on the Jackrabbit.


4Tab 8, AR 6622-24.] Rather, the EIR conducted its own independent


analysis. (Tab 7 [RDEIR, ~ 9.6]; Tab 6 [survey report]; Tab 9 [RDEIR].)


The City's responses to DFG contained a reasoned explanation based on


scientific information. (See CEQA Guideline 15088.} The City was not


required to accept DFG's opinions over those of its own expert. (Assn•


of Irritated Residents, supra, at 1394-9?; i.a ~r ;gh c r, Apra, q7


Ca1.3d at 393-93.)


Substantial evidence supports the EIR's conclusions on the ',


Jackrabbit. The evidence shows the EIR conducted its own analysis of


the impacts on the Jackrabbit, and did not rely solely upon the NRMP


EIS/EIR for that analysis.


Holly-Leaf Cherry Scrub


The surveys conducted by the Project's expert botanist concluded


that the plant community identified was not "holly-leaf .cherry


woodlands," but "holly-leaf cherry scrub" ("HLCS"), ,which is different


and one not specified in DFG's List of California Terrestrial Natural


Communities recognized by the California Natural Diversity Data Base


(i.e. without any State or federal protection). (Tab 7, AR 5716-17; Tab
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416, 53 AR 37223, 37247 and Tab 6, 4 AR 3363, 3387 [DEIR appendices,


2003 and 2002 rare plant surveys Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6627 [response to DFG


comments].)


Rased on the evidence, including the rare plant surveys conducted


in 2002 and 2003, and supporting evidence (Tab 6, AR 3359-82, 3383-95},


the EIR reported the expert botanist' s identification of the plant


community on-site as HLCS (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 57 16-17j. The, EZR properly


defined the class of plants that were considered to be "special status


plants" (Tab 7, 5.2 AR 5722), and did not include HLCS within that class


based on the botanist's expert opinion. Based on CEQA and City


thresholds, the EIR concluded that the permanent disturbance of 3,6


acres of HLCS, which did not supgort special-status plant or wildlife


species and is not considered to be sensitive by the resource agencies,


was not significant (Tab ?. 5.2 AR 5767). As noted before, the EIR


concluded that the project-level and cumulative impacts from disturbing


an aggregate of 280 acres of habitat, in general, necessarily including


HLCS, would be a significant impact, and •unavoidable even after


mitigation, and, a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted as


to this impact (Tab 3, AR 195-163 .


The City's response to DFG's comments on the fiLCS was not


"dismissive." The City responded that based on scientific and other


', information the identified plant community was not "holly-leafed cherry


'. woodland," but HLCS, because the canopy did not amount to a woodland


'_ canopy, and that DFG does not include HLCS within its list of special


' status plant cow¢unities. Also because only 3.6 acres of habitat would


be permanently impacted bar the Project, and HLCS "stand of trees" was


not considered a sensitive plant community as identified by the DFG, the


///


- 22 -


BS 098 722 Sierra Club, et al. vs. City of Santa Clarifa, et aL
DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER







1


2


3


4


5


6


7 '


8


9


10


it


12


13


19


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


26


27


28


loss of the 3.6 acres would be less than significant under CEgA. (Tab


B r AR 6627.]


Substantial evidence supports the conclusions that the HI,CS on site


was not a special status species, and that iunpacts to it alone would not


be significant.


ZII. pg~rZip Son o h oject and Mitiga 'on M ate, c


Petitioners contend that the EIR fails as an informational document


to adequately describe the project or the mitigation measures, misstates


the public and agency concerns raised in comment letters, and fails to


meaningfully respond to them.


She EIR adequately descaibes impact on the Santa C.Iara River and is


not misleading


Petitioners contend the project wi11 damage the river and the EIR


and the City's staff reports mislead by "perpetuat[ing] the myth that


the project will improve the condition of the river," (OB 16-17j and by


the statement in Final EIR that the project "has been designed to


', preserve the Santa Clara River corridor." BAR 28.)


A review of the record discloses extensive discussion in the EIR


and staff reports concerning the encroachment into the Santa Clara River


and the impacts to it. Among other things: the EIR discloses that the


Project would install buried bank stabilizakion in the western portion


of the site, but not the eastern portion where the river corridor would


remain substantially undisturbed up to the eastern boundary where the


Newhall Ranch Road Golden Valley Road Bridge would be built. (See Tabs


9, 5, 7, 11, 12.) There is evidence that buried bank stabilization is


less harmful to the river and its resources than traditional cement


stabilization, yet protects adjacent development adequately {Tab 11, 9


AR 10739-47 [FEIR, App. C. Functional AssessmentC Summary], 10877-90
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1 [id., Hybrid Functional Assessment/Riverpark), 11180-97 [FEIR, App. G,


2 Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses], 11202-19 did•,


3 Addendum No. 1], 11495-17 (~.., App. J, Additional Flood and Floodplain


4 Modifications, data7). Ftiizthermore, revisions to the Project would


5 lessen intrusion into the SEA and protect mature riparizn resources that


6 serve as habitat (id., esp. Tab 11: 9 ~ 11419-22, 11516 [F'EIR App. K.


7 Project Revisions and Additional Information]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61


8 [E'EIR Final Project Revisions]; Tab il, '9 AR 11224-35 (FEIR App. 1.


9 7/20/04 Staff Report)). Other evidence shows that the overall '~


10 (temporary and permanent) intrusion into the SEA was reduced from the


11 original 37 acres to 32.1 acres, and the permanent intrusion from 24 to


12 16.9 acres. {Tabs 11, 12.} The Project was also revised to dedicate


13 approximately 318 off-site acres, including the approximately 191-acre


19 "Round Mountain" site containing 37 acres of Santa Clara River SEA,


15 which will in part further offset the Project's impacts on biological


16 resources and the floddplain (Tab 12j. The City nevertheless still


17 considered the Project's intrusion into the Santa Clara River SEA to be


18 a significant and unavoidable impact, and included it in the Statement


19 of Overriding Considerations (Tab 7.)


20 Thus, the City did not ̀ ignore Riverpark's encroachment into the


21 river." It considered at 'great length the Project`s impacts on the


22 river and adjacent areas and required changes in the Project to reduce


23 those impacts.


24 The EIR adequately describes the project setting and is not


25 misleading


26 The City found that "the proposed project is appropriate for the


27 subject property," "proposes considerably lower densities than existing


28 nearby developments," and that "[b]y proposing a maximum of 1,089
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residential units and approximately 16,000 square feet of commercial ',


space, the project proposes development that would be substantially less


dense and less intense than those that both the current and the proposed


land use classifications would allow." (1 AR 30.)


Petitioners contend the finding is incorrect, because the City


"never actually calculated the number of residential units that can


actually be built on the site," and the site`s physical characteristics,


such as topography, constrain the number of units that can be built on


any given parcel.


The findings relating to the project setting are adequate under''


CEQA and not misleading. Prior to the approval of the General Plan


Amendment and Zone Change proposed by the Project, the City's General


Plan designations for the site permitted development more dense and


intense than the now-approved designations. (See, e.g., Tab 4, 2:1 AR


346-48 [DEIR, § 1.0, Project Description], 830-837 (~~,,, § 4.7, Land


IIsel: Tab 4. 18 2:2 AR 997-52.)


There is no requirement the City must calculate exact nwnber of


units which actually can be built.


The EIR adequately describes on-site and off-sits dedications to


the City


Petitioners contend the EIR does nofi "adequately describe both the


on-and off-site [land] dedications, which the City considers a


significant benefit, and has identified as one main bases (sic] for


over-riding the project's significant adverse impacts," and City staff


and the EIR do not discuss in as Agenda Report to the City Council a


Planning Commissioner's comments during a debate on, whether the


Commission would consider the Project's proposed dedication of portions


of the South Fork or the Santa Clara River to be a benefit under the
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City's Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside Development Ordinance (OB 29-


28.)


Preliminarily, these issues were not raised during the


administrative process and, consequently, are now barred. (CEQA,


~ 21177(aj; see Park Area Neigpbors v. Town of Fairfax (1994) 29


Ca1.App.9th 1442, 1947-48.) Moreover,. the dedications were not offered


as mitigation measures, but as benefits in connection with the City's


issuance of a Statement of Overriding Considerations and the Hillside .


Development Application. {Tab 3. 1 AR 197-1 50.)


In any case, CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a project's adverse


environmental impacts, not its benefits. (See, e.g., CEQA,


§ 21002.1(a).) Dedication of on-site and off-site open space to the .


City to be preserved in perpetuity does not create adverse environmental


impacts. Even so, the EIR does discuss the attributes of these land


dedications. The on-site land to be dedicated was discussed extensively


in the Draft EIR (see. e.g., Tah 4, AR 367 [DEIR, § 1.0, Project


Description]; Tab 9, 2:2 AR 1214-99 [id., § 4.12, Parks and Recreation];


' Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5689-5827 [RDEIR, § 4,. 6, Biological Resources]), as well


' as. in City staff reports (Tab 609,61 AR 42997-42953; Tab 652, 73 AR


51639-51650; Tab 652, 73 AR 51651-51811; Tab 666, 74 AR 51913-51925; Tab


674, 74 AR 52073-52085; Tab 2-3, 1 AR 9-227) and in Planning Commission


hearings (Tab 3, 1 AR 147-150). The attributes and benefits of the off-


site land dedications are discussed in the Final EIR (see, e.q., Tab 12.


10 AR 11742-61 [FEIR. Final Project Revisions]; Tab 11, 9 AR 11419-22,


11516 [F'EIR. App. K, map, land use tak~le, new 5EA chart]1.


Failure to discuss comments in the agenda report is not fatal here.


The Planning Commission debated which Project attributes should be


considered as benefits in connection with their decision whether to
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recommend approval of the Hillside Development Application, for which


Newhall had submitted its Innovative Application Compliance Report. The


EIR analyzed the land being dedicated to the extent necessary to inforat


the City and the public, and based on that information, the Planning


Commission ultimately voted on which Project benefits it viewed as


supporting the Hillside Development Application, including, without


limitation, the on- and off-site land dedications (Tab 9,7:2 AR 8079-81


[12/21104 AT]; Tab 652, 73 AR 51639-95, esp. 51643 [12!21/04 Staff


Report]; Tab 2, 1 AR 15-18 [App. Reso.]). All of this information was


before the City Council.


The EIR adequately describes on and off-site dedications and does


not fail as an informational document in other respects.


IV. A~+Prna ~v Wer onaid r d as Reuui ed by GE~A


An ETR's alternatives analysis must include a reasonable range of


alternatives to the project that would feasibly obtain the basic


objectives of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the


alternatives. (Guidelines,'§ 15126.6(a? .1


Petitioners contend that the City's rejection of Alternative 2, the


Santa Clara River Reduced Bank Stabilization Alternative, in the EZR and


in its Findings Was "disingenuous and pretextual, and therefore contrary


to the mandates of CEQA" and not supported by substantial evidence.


~I Substantial evidence supports the determinations made by the City


in rejecting Alternative 2 and finding that, due to the revisions to the


( Project, that alternative was no longer environmentally superior.


The City rejected Alternative 2 for multiple reasons.


After analyzing Alternative 2's impacts as compared to those of the


Project as originally proposed, the EIR concluded that, while this


alternative would reduce impacts in certain environmental areas
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1 iincludii.~q kLiolpgical resources) _and cxeate similar impacts in other


2 areas,...it.~r~pld.,c=eate,_greater:..}mgact~~n population/housing/employment


3 and pa .ant1. zecxeation, .and wo~EE'd not meet five of the project '~


4 objec-ti.?hesr= -(•dab A,-~2:2 AR 1494-L54~J The EIR noted that the project


5 objectives erf {1) providing a subs _ tial number of new housing units_


6 adjacent-to existing and planned structure, service, transit and


,::a.~~+:.:.,,. .7 transi^_~K _•,r.C:T~~.~l4~s.=~ntl:_eangl4Y~~_areas to accommodate projected


8 growth, and (2) developing a range of housing types accommodating a


9 range of .incomes and commercial opportunities, would not be met due to


10 the reduction in residential units fall of which were single-family


11 units). (Tab 4, AR 1999.) The objective of providing adequate flood


12 protection, including bank stabilization where necessary, would not he


13 met because the alternative does not provide for bank stabilisation.


14 The objectives of providing sufficient parks to satisfy park dedication


15 requirements and meet regional needs, and of providing a range of


16 active/passive recreational opportunities, would not be met due to the


17 reduction in the size of the flatter, active portion of the proposed 29-


1.8 acre park. (ZS3,_; see also 1497.)


19 As noted above, the original Project was substantially revised over


20 the course of the 24 public hearings. The Project as revised and


21 approved: (1) Moved all development back to the resource line


22 established by the Planning Commission, which reduced the Pro7ect,'s


23 intrusion into the SEA and protected mature riparian resources that


24 serve as habitat {Id.. esp. Tab 11, 9 AR 11419-22, 11516 (FEIR Apg. K,


25 Project Revisions and Additional Information]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61


26 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions]; Tab 11,9 AR 11224-35 IFEIR App.


27 1,7120/04 Staff Report] ), (2) Moved the equestrian trail out of the


28 river (Id. esp. Tab 12, 10 PR 11741-61 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions]),
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i3) Reduced the Project's overall (tempozary and permanent) intrusion


into the SEA from the original 37 acres to 32.1 acres, and its permanent


intrusion from 24 to 16.9 acres, 7.5 of which are attributable to the


construction of Newhall Ranch Road and one of which is attributable to


the Santa Clara River Trail (Id. esp. Tab 11, 9 AR 11516 [F'EIR App. K,


new SEA chart]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61 [E'EIR. Final Project


Revisions ), (4) Was conditioned on an absolute prohibition of


construction of any lots within the new E'EMA floodplain boundaries {Tab


11, 9 AR 11906-09 [CI,OMRJ: Tab 12, 10 AR 11756, 11757-58 [FEIR, Final


Project Revisions].) (Sa Relocated the Newhall Ranch RoadlGolden Valley


Road Bridge abutments farther out of the active channel of the river,


resulting in reduced iunpacts to biological resources in those riparian


areas (Tab 11, 9 AR 11410-17 [FEIR App. 3, Technical Memorandum


Hydraulic Design and Analysis); Tab 12, 10 AR 11758 (FEIR, Final Project


Revisions]) and (6) Dedicated approximately 318 off-site acres,


including, inter alia, the ARound Mountain" site containing 37 acres of


Santa Clara River SEA, which further offset the Project's impacts on


biota and the floodplain (Tab 12, to AR 11741-58 [FEIR, Final Project


Revisions]).


i Based on the evidence as regards the revised project, the City


( Council found that, as compared with the Project as approved, ',


( Alternative 2 was no longer environmentall~r superior because the new


Project design reduced development, and thus impacts, in areas not


affected by the revisions contemplated by Alteznative 2, that although


the approved Project would afford the City 94 fewer residential units,


it still preserved a greater mix of housing opportunities than did


Alternative 2, which reduced the number of single-family lots, and that


//!
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the approved Project would donate substantial off-site acreage. (Tab 3,


AR 139-140 (Alternatives Findingsj; see also 156 & 3,156-1$9.)


The findings as to Alternative 2 are supported by substantial


evidence and the record shows that the City Council considered and


balanced all of the competing factors, and chose to approoe the Project_


with those factors in mind.


V. rC y Prop~rly Found that the Proiect ~s Consistent with Genera


Flan Goals and Policies of Protectj~g Sic,~i,ficant Natural Resources j


Government Code section 66473.5 provides that "[n~o local agency'!


shall approve a tentative tract map unless [it) is


consistent with the general plan."


It .is within the City's province, to balance the competing


interests reflected in its General Plan policies, and the City has broad


discretion to construe those policies in light of the plan's purposes.


(San Franc~5can~ iToholdinct the Downtown Plan, supra, at 678.) A


reviewing court, therefore, may only ascertain whether -the lead agency


"considered the applicable policies and the extent to which the proposed


project conforms with those policies" (}~) by considering whether, as


a whole, the "'project is compatible with, and does not frustrate, the


general plan's goals and policies" (Nana Citizens for Honest Government


v Napa County Board of Supgrvisors (2001) 91 Ca1.App.4th 342, 355.) A


project must be in agreement or in harmony with the applicable General


Plan, "not in rigid conformity with every detail thereof." (,S~n


Fr nr' na Yinhc~ldlriQ the Downtowtt Plan, Apra. j


A lead agency`s determination that a project is consistent with its


general plan "can be reversed only if based on evidence• from which no


reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion." (A Local and


$gr~iona~ Monitor v City of ros Angeles (1993)16 Ca1.App.4th 630.., 648;


- 30 -


BS 098 722 Sierra CIu6, et al. vs. City of Santa Clarita, et al.


DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER







1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14 '''


15


16


17


F~L•1


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


26


27


28


see also ,fin ran ~~.an ohold+na h Down own Plan v. ~ y and County


o an an isco (2002) 102 Ca1.App.4th 656, 6771.) In approving the


Project, the City considered its General Plan policies and the Project


conformance to them.


Petitioners contend that the Project is inconsistent with the


City's General Plan goals and policies to protect significant natural


resources because its intrusions into the SEA and the floodplain are


inconsistent with the General Plan requiring the developer to "enhance


and preserve the SEA," and the EIR's conclusion that the project is


'consistent with Land Use Policy Element 5.3 by "not proposing


development within the river" (2 AR 891) is not supported by the


evidence in the record.


The EIR analyzes the original Project's consistency with the City's


General Plan and concludes that the Proj>ct as originally proposed was


consistent with Policy 1.1 of Goal Z of the City's Open Space and


Conservation Element because the Project preserves the Santa Clara River


and much of its significant vegetation as open space (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 859-


60} as shown by evidence noted above as to other issues. E'urthermore,


as discussed supra, the Project was later revised, further reducing the


Project's overall intrusion into the SEA from 37 to 32.1 acres, and


dedicating 37 undeveloped acres of SEA in the Round Mountain property.


The EIR also concludes that the Project as originally proposed was


consistent with Policies 3.3 and 3.7 of Goal 3 of the City's Open Space


and Conservation Element, because the EIR identifies areas of


significant ecological value and natural riparian habitat and mitigates


impacts to the extent possible (Tab 4, 2:2 AR B61-62: see also Tab 7.


5:2 AR 5689-5827 [RDEIR, § 4.5, Biological Resources]). Also, as


///
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discussed suara, the Project as approved further reduces impacts to the


SEA and other sensitive resources.


The original Project was also found to be consistent with Policy


5.3 of Goal 5 to require new development to be sensitive to SEAS through


creative planning techniques that avoid aad minimize disturbance in


these areas for these same reasons (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 890-91), a conclusion


supported by the same substantial evidence that supports consistency


with Goal 1, Policy 1.1 of the Open Space and Conservation Element.


Petitioners' arguments that the Project imperntissihly intrudes into


the SEA restate their CE.QA arguments. The same evidence in the record


supports the consistency findings. The Project was revised to limit


intrusion into the SEA. The City's decision after circulation of the


Draft EIR to protect the riparian resources and habitat by setting the


resource line in the western portion of the site and moving the


equestrian trail out of the river bed further ensured that the Project


' as approved was consistent with the General Plan policies. The Project


always proposed placing 15 lots within the already disturbed SEA area


next to Planning Area A-2. (See, e.g., Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5785.} Also, as


revised Section 4.6 explains, even the permanent loss of 24 acres of


habitat, now reduced to 16.9, is not expected to detract from the.


overall integrity and value of the SEA, and the Project will preserve


and enhance various amounts of upland habitat in Planning Area B .to


.. serve as a buffer between the riparian habitat and development and to


mitigate adverse impacts to riparian plant communities within the SEA.


(~) The benefits of the Project's enhancements to the banks of the


Santa C1ara.River and to its main drainage in the 29-acre park are


confirmed by the Final EIR's Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark


(Tab 11, 9 AR 10877-90).
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Substantial evidence supports the finding of consistency with the'


City's General Plan.


The Petition for Writ of Mandate is denied.


Counsel for Respondent is ordered to prepare, serve and lodge in


Department 85 a proposed Judgment Denying the Petition for Writ of:


Mandate on or before August 21, 2006.


DATED: August ~, 206


4. ,~ ~~


D2intra I. Janays
Judge of the.Superior Court
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SCOPESCOPESCOPESCOPE    
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 


 


TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY 
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY 


 


POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386 


www.scope.org 


 


3-6-20 


 


Board of Supervisors 


500 W. Temple St. 


Los Angeles, CA 90012 


 


Re: - Board of Supervisors Agenda TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 2020 VI. PUBLIC 


HEARINGS 39 - 40 39. Hearing to Vacate a Portion of Valley Canyon 
Road, Set Aside a Portion of Soledad Canyon Road and Accept the 
Offer of Dedication on a Portion of Yellowstone Lane in the 
Unincorporated Community of Agua Dulce 
 
Honorable Supervisors: 


 


While this agenda item only refers to a tract number and states that the changes will 


comply with a 2003 EIR, it is important that you know that the most recent mitigation 


measures approved for this project, “Spring Canyon” were unanimously approved on 


March 26
th


, 2019 ( and final approval on June 25th 2019). At the time, the changes were 


lauded by Supervisor Barger and Supervisor Hahn’s office for enhancing the sustainability 


of the project (see news article attached). 


 


Some of those changes included an enhanced wildlife corridor in the area of this agenda 


item’s proposed changes to Valley Canyon Rd which is the ONLY underpass under the 


Highway 14 that animals can currently use to reach the river. 


 


There is no indication that this proposal complies with the most recent 


conditions and mitigation measures approved last year, since in fact that 


approval is nowhere mentioned in the staff report. There is no indication 


that Parks and Recreation was contacted concerning this matter or that 


the County biologist reviewed the changes to ensure the wildlife corridor 


would remain viable. 


 


Further, as you may recall, your approval last year allowed the developer to delay the 


building of the elementary school for the project until after about the 200 hundredth unit 


was built.  You should know that according to our information, the school district has 


rejected the proposed site for the school, so the change you allowed last June may leave 


these first homes without ever having a local school. This scenario is similar to what 


occurred two decades ago with the Davidon project in Saugus where the developer never 







built the other half of the project that would have required the school. We ask that you 


look into this matter before approving additional changes for this project. 


 


Last, since the school district refused the site, they also refused to form a Mello-Roos 


facilities district for the developer. The developer then went to the Santa Clarita Valley 


Water Agency to request they form a Mello-Roos district. While the Board did vote at its 


last meeting to approve a policy allowing such facility districts, no district for this project 


was approved. You should know that the vote was contentious, divided and close. 


 


In closing, please be aware that the Tick Fire (October 2019) burned through this area 


last year, pushed by 40 mile per hour winds, and requiring 40,000 residents to evacuate. 


Had the houses in this tract been built then, we might have seen far more residential 


loses than the 22 houses and 27 structures damaged in this fire.  


 


We ask that you take these issues into consideration, especially the viability of the 


wildlife corridor and the fire danger as you evaluate this agenda item. 


 


Thank you for your time. 


 


Sincerely,  


 


 
President 


 


Attachment 


1. News article lauding changes to the Spring Canyon Project “Housing project approved 


as ‘super sustainable’ community” SCV Signal March 27
th


, 2019 


2. June 25
th


 final approval of changes with new conditions and additional mitigation 


measures. 







SCOPESCOPESCOPESCOPE    
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 

 

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY 
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY 

 

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386 

www.scope.org 

 

3-27-20 

 

Board of Supervisors 

500 W. Temple St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Re: - Board of Supervisors Agenda TUESDAY, MARCH 31, 2020  

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS Item 73 

 Hearing to Vacate a Portion of Valley Canyon Road Set Aside a Portion 
of Soledad Canyon Road and Accept the Offer of Dedication on a portion 
of Yellowstone Lane in the Unincorporated Community of Agua Dulce 
 
Honorable Supervisors: 

 

After waiting over 8 hours on March 10th to speak on this item (#37 at that meeting), 

which was ultimately continued after 5PM, I and other SCOPE members are appalled that 

you will not now hear public testimony on this item at a noticed public hearing.  SCOPE 

members believe this is a violation of the Brown Act and will be filing a separate 

complaint letter on the matter. 

 

While we understand and appreciate the difficulties posed by the efforts to protect the 

public during the Corvid 19 pandemic, the Governor, in his March 12
th

 order
1
 to waive 

certain requirements under the Brown Act, did NOT waive the right of the public to make 

comments and be heard by public agencies. This must especially be true when the item is 

a public hearing.  We understand the need for telephonic meetings, but public comment 

and testimony must be still be made telephonically accessible during those meetings. All 

local agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley have worked to make that possible. The County 

must also, especially in the case of a public hearing. We therefore urge the County  to 

continue the public hearing items on this agenda, including item 73, to such a time when 

public comments and testimony can be accommodated. 

 

Even though the County and the Department of Public Works had three weeks to address 

the concerns in our original letter, submitted timely in advance of the March 10
th

 

meeting (attached) this agenda item and background material did not remedy any of our 

very reasonable concerns. We re-iterate our concern that the wildlife corridor must be 

designated on the maps and the resolutions to ensure that there are no errors in 

reserving this corridor that is required by the conditions of approval.  

                                                 
1
 https://cnpa.com/governor-suspends-meeting-safeguards-in-brown-and-bagley-keene-acts-in-response-to-

coronavirus-crisis/ 



 

While we appreciate the developer’s efforts to have a statement read into the record 

that addresses the wildlife corridor, such a statement is not sufficient to ensure that  

other agencies using the maps or future staff that are unacquainted with the approval 

would be aware of the requirements. In addition, it is not a part of the agenda item, and 

of course also, the County is not allowing public comment on anything that is added. This 

is a violation of the Brown Act as previously stated. 

 

This item continues to refer only to a tract number and states that the changes will 

comply with a 2003 EIR, it is important that you know that the most recent mitigation 

measures approved for this project, “Spring Canyon” were unanimously approved on 

March 26
th

, 2019 ( and final approval on June 25th 2019). At the time, the changes were 

lauded by Supervisor Barger and Supervisor Hahn’s office for enhancing the sustainability 

of the project (see news article attached). 

 

Some of those changes included an enhanced wildlife corridor in the area of this agenda 

item’s proposed changes to Valley Canyon Rd which is the ONLY underpass under the 

Highway 14 that animals can currently use to reach the river. 

 

There is no indication that this proposal complies with the most recent 

conditions and mitigation measures approved last year, since in fact that 

approval is nowhere mentioned in the staff report. There is no indication 

that Parks and Recreation was contacted concerning this matter or that 

the County biologist reviewed the changes to ensure the wildlife corridor 

would remain viable. 

 

Further, as you may recall, your approval last year allowed the developer to delay the 

building of the elementary school for the project until after about the 200 hundredth unit 

was built.  You should know that according to our information, the school district has 

rejected the proposed site for the school, so the change you allowed last June may leave 

these first homes without ever having a local school. This scenario is similar to what 

occurred two decades ago with the Davidon project in Saugus where the developer never 

built the other half of the project that would have required the school. We ask that you 

look into this matter before approving additional changes for this project. 

 

Last, since the school district refused the site, they also refused to form a Mello-Roos 

facilities district for the developer. The developer then went to the Santa Clarita Valley 

Water Agency to request they form a Mello-Roos district. While the Board did vote at its 

last meeting to approve a policy allowing such facility districts, no district for this project 

was approved. You should know that the vote was contentious, divided and close. 

 

In closing, please be aware that the Tick Fire (October 2019) burned through this area 

last year, pushed by 40 mile per hour winds, and requiring 40,000 residents to evacuate. 

Had the houses in this tract been built then, we might have seen far more residential 

loses than the 22 houses and 27 structures damaged in this fire.  

 



We ask that you take these issues into consideration, especially the viability of the 

wildlife corridor and the fire danger as you evaluate this agenda item. We further ask 

that you continue this item to a time when the public can exercise our right to make 

comments to the Board. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
President 

 

Attachment 

1. News article lauding changes to the Spring Canyon Project “Housing project approved 

as ‘super sustainable’ community” SCV Signal March 27
th

, 2019 

2. June 25
th

 final approval of changes with new conditions and additional mitigation 

measures. 



Housing project approved as ‘super 

sustainable’ community 

• Jim Holt March 27, 2019 6:00 am  

 
FILE PHOTO. gray water set up at the side of a house.  

A 15-year-old plan to build close to 500 homes between Shadow Pines and Agua Dulce was 

approved unanimously by county supervisors Tuesday provided the developer includes 14 green 

conditions that promise to transform the plan into a state-of-the-art project in terms of 

sustainability. 

The revamped Spring Canyon housing project, which calls for 495 homes now, includes solar 

panels for those homes, charging stations for electric vehicles, gray water recycling for lawns 

and solar heating for a community pool if such a pool is ever built. 

“No project is static,” county Supervisor Kathryn Barger said before reading a long list of 

environment-friendly conditions.  

 “But (in the past 15 years), a lot has changed,” she said at the Los Angeles County Board of 

Supervisors meeting Tuesday, reflecting back to when the housing project was first approved in 

2004. 

Barger thanked Spring Canyon applicant Patrick Parker of Raintree Investment for having 

worked with SCV environmentalists and having arrived at “increased environmental 

protections.” 

She also thanked Lynne Plambeck, president of Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the 

Environment, or SCOPE, which filed a formal appeal of the decision made by regional planners 

to approve the Spring Canyon project. 

“It’s admirable that both sides worked through the issues,” Barger said. “Thank you, Lynne 

Plambeck, for making this project better.” 



‘Fabulously amended’ 

Barger then listed the climate-change amendments, prompting Supervisor Janice Hahn to call it 

“fabulously amended.” 

Conditions include:  

Each home is to be built with a solar panel system that would generate the equivalent of 3 

kilowatt-hours of electricity. 

Creating 25 public-use charging stations for electric vehicles.  

The garage of each home is to have a built-in, 220-volt outlet for future electric vehicle chargers. 

If a community pool is ever built in Spring Canyon, it is to be heated by solar panels. 

Each home is to have a tankless on-demand water heater. 

Each home is to comply with current ordinances and state laws, including low impact and water 

conservation laws. 

Pervious pavement, which allows rainwater to recharge the groundwater, is to be used in the 

parking lots of the park. Impervious pavement is to be eliminated where possible. 

Each home is to come with plumbing that would accommodate an optional gray water system to 

recycle washing machine or kitchen sink water waste for use in backyard landscaping. Gray 

water is wastewater generated by washing people and their clothes. It comes from washing 

machines, sinks, shower stalls and baths. It does not come from toilets. Toilet wastewater is 

dubbed “black water,” and must be disposed of in sewer systems or septic tanks. 

Each home is to come with a rainwater collection system to reduce landscape water use. 

The landscaping of parks, common space areas and the front yards of each home is to comply 

with ordinances and state laws that call for drip irrigation of drought-tolerant landscaping. 

At the request of the county biologist, the applicant for Spring Canyon is to plant locally native 

vegetation in the open space and on slopes as long as it is 50 feet from structures. 

All new home sales offices for the Spring Canyon project are to be stocked with brochures 

highlighting the benefits of the green initiatives featured in Spring Canyon and with brochures 

from National Wildlife that inform homebuyers about the Backyard Habitat program. The 

Backyard Habitat program preserves pockets of land in its natural state, allowing native 

vegetation to thrive and wildlife to move about freely. 

At the request of the county biologist and SCOPE, the applicant agrees to plant eight holly leaf 

cherry trees for every one removed. The new holly leaf cherries are to be planted in the open 

space of the project. 



Also at the request of the county biologist, the applicant is to come up with a map of all existing 

holly leaf cherry trees on the property and indicate which ones will be impacted by the housing 

project. A map is also to be prepared showing where and how many impacts are to be made and 

the location of new plants in open space. 

Plambeck thanked Parker and Chris Perry, the planning deputy for Los Angeles County’s 5th 

District, because “they worked very well with us,” she said. 

SCOPE 
“It took us all the way to appealing to the Board of Supervisors, but we are pleased to say that 

although there was no climate chapter in this because the (environmental impact report) was so 

old, there are accommodations now that match other (sustainable) projects in areas like 

Northlake and Newhall Ranch.” 

Likewise, Parker thanked Barger’s staff, and his SCOPE critics, saying: “We’ve worked with 

SCOPE to talk about Spring Canyon. 

“This is an amendment to a project that was previously approved and we’re excited to move 

forward. There are many public benefits and we also think the project is better now,” he said. 

The planned Spring Canyon housing development is north of Highway 14 and Soledad Canyon 

Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce Canyon Road.  

It calls for one Los Angeles County Fire Department station and one Los Angeles County 

Sheriff’s Department substation to be built, two parking lots and three open space lots, all on 

nearly 550 acres.  

 

Jim Holt 
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Board of Supervisors 

500 W. Temple St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Re: - Board of Supervisors Agenda TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 2020 VI. PUBLIC 

HEARINGS 39 - 40 39. Hearing to Vacate a Portion of Valley Canyon 
Road, Set Aside a Portion of Soledad Canyon Road and Accept the 
Offer of Dedication on a Portion of Yellowstone Lane in the 
Unincorporated Community of Agua Dulce 
 
Honorable Supervisors: 

 

While this agenda item only refers to a tract number and states that the changes will 

comply with a 2003 EIR, it is important that you know that the most recent mitigation 

measures approved for this project, “Spring Canyon” were unanimously approved on 

March 26
th

, 2019 ( and final approval on June 25th 2019). At the time, the changes were 

lauded by Supervisor Barger and Supervisor Hahn’s office for enhancing the sustainability 

of the project (see news article attached). 

 

Some of those changes included an enhanced wildlife corridor in the area of this agenda 

item’s proposed changes to Valley Canyon Rd which is the ONLY underpass under the 

Highway 14 that animals can currently use to reach the river. 

 

There is no indication that this proposal complies with the most recent 

conditions and mitigation measures approved last year, since in fact that 

approval is nowhere mentioned in the staff report. There is no indication 

that Parks and Recreation was contacted concerning this matter or that 

the County biologist reviewed the changes to ensure the wildlife corridor 

would remain viable. 

 

Further, as you may recall, your approval last year allowed the developer to delay the 

building of the elementary school for the project until after about the 200 hundredth unit 

was built.  You should know that according to our information, the school district has 

rejected the proposed site for the school, so the change you allowed last June may leave 

these first homes without ever having a local school. This scenario is similar to what 

occurred two decades ago with the Davidon project in Saugus where the developer never 



built the other half of the project that would have required the school. We ask that you 

look into this matter before approving additional changes for this project. 

 

Last, since the school district refused the site, they also refused to form a Mello-Roos 

facilities district for the developer. The developer then went to the Santa Clarita Valley 

Water Agency to request they form a Mello-Roos district. While the Board did vote at its 

last meeting to approve a policy allowing such facility districts, no district for this project 

was approved. You should know that the vote was contentious, divided and close. 

 

In closing, please be aware that the Tick Fire (October 2019) burned through this area 

last year, pushed by 40 mile per hour winds, and requiring 40,000 residents to evacuate. 

Had the houses in this tract been built then, we might have seen far more residential 

loses than the 22 houses and 27 structures damaged in this fire.  

 

We ask that you take these issues into consideration, especially the viability of the 

wildlife corridor and the fire danger as you evaluate this agenda item. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
President 

 

Attachment 

1. News article lauding changes to the Spring Canyon Project “Housing project approved 

as ‘super sustainable’ community” SCV Signal March 27
th

, 2019 

2. June 25
th

 final approval of changes with new conditions and additional mitigation 

measures. 



From: ExecutiveOffice
To: Submit
Cc: ExecutiveOffice
Subject: FW: Agenda Item 73 Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement
Date: Friday, March 27, 2020 4:41:34 PM
Attachments: image001.png

 
The following correspondence is being forwarded to you for your review and handling.  Please see
below.
 
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, Executive Office
Customer Service Center/ Records
500 West Temple Street, Suite 383
Los Angeles, California 90012
 

From: Anthony Nyivih <ANYIVIH@dpw.lacounty.gov> 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2020 2:26 PM
To: SCOPE <exec-scope@earthlink.net>
Cc: Saraiya, Anish <ASaraiya@bos.lacounty.gov>; ExecutiveOffice
<ExecutiveOffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; Julia Weissman <jweissman@counsel.lacounty.gov>; Shari
Afshari <SAFSHARI@dpw.lacounty.gov>; Rossana D'Antonio <RDANTON@dpw.lacounty.gov>; Jim
Sparks <JSPARKS@dpw.lacounty.gov>
Subject: FW: Agenda Item 73 Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement
 
In response to your statement that the public is not allowed to testify, this is not the case. The public
is being provided with the opportunity to provide written testimony via mail or email in advance of
the hearing. The Supervisors will review and consider all testimony received prior to making a
decision on the matter and the written testimony will become a part of the record. Written
testimony is appropriate given the current circumstances related to COVID-19 and is in line with the
Governor’s Executive order, N-29-20, signed March 17, 2020.
 
Regarding the issue of the wildlife corridor, PW has conferred with Counsel and has determined that
the recommendations in the letter are very specific and the maps and legal descriptions subject to
the Board’s actions are also specific. The wildlife corridor is part of the tract but it is not directly
related to the requested actions and the Department has determined that it would be inappropriate
to modify these specific maps to show the wildlife corridor.
 
 

From: SCOPE <exec-scope@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2020 4:14 PM




To: Patrick Parker <pparker@raintree.us.com>
Cc: Saraiya, Anish <ASaraiya@bos.lacounty.gov>; ExecutiveOffice
<ExecutiveOffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; PublicHearing <PublicHearing@bos.lacounty.gov>
Subject: Agenda Item 73 Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement
 
Thanks Patrick - I did see it on the agenda and have already contacted an attorney about the legality of
holding a public hearing where the public is not allowed to testify. The Governor did not waive this part of
the Brown Act, only the part that covers off site meetings. Other agencies throughout the state have set
up teleconferencing capabilities that allow public participation and public comments. The County can and
must do that too.
 
Perhaps it is posted now, but I didn't see this in the Board letter or on the map and don't know what
legality this would hold when it is not in any of the vacation documents. Can you ask them to post it prior
to the hearing? If they did it today, it would still meet the 72 hour posting requirement.  I do not feel
confident about this when there is no way to say anything at the hearing. Why can't they put the wildlife
corridor on the map?
 
Sorry to be such a pain the @#$, but we have seen too many conditions that were promised then not
enforced "by mistake". I sincerely appreciate your efforts to rectify the problem, but don't know why this
wasn't included in the Board letter and why the wildlife corridor isn't on the map. Wildlife corridors are a
focused goal for SCOPE this year voted by our membership in January. So this is really important.
 
Lynne Plambeck
Prresident
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment
 

-----Original Message-----
>From: Patrick Parker 
>Sent: Mar 26, 2020 12:08 PM
>To: Scope 
>Subject: Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement
>
>
>
>Lynn,
>
>The County is trying to get things in motion. I was just told by Public Works there is a virtual County
Board Meeting on March 31. The vacation item for the road next to Spring Canyon will be heard.
>
>With your e-mail to the County, we got Public Works to agree to new language including the clarification
of the use is for a "wildlife corridor” and the Spring Canyon development is subject to “conditions imposed
by the Board of Supervisors at the June 25, 2019 Public Hearing. Please see the attached document that
will be read into the public record immediately at the opening of the item.
>
>I am available to discuss.
>
>Thanks,
>
>Pat
>
>



 
 

FW: Comment on Agenda Item 73 March 31 Agenda 
 

ExecutiveOffice 

  

Reply all| 
Fri 3/27, 2:22 PM 

Submit;  

ExecutiveOffice 

Inbox 

Red Category 
Flag for follow up. Completed on Monday, March 30, 2020. 

You forwarded this message on 3/27/2020 2:25 PM 
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The following correspondence is being forwarded to you for your review and handling.  See below and 
attached. 

  
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, Executive Office 
Customer Service Center/ Records 
500 West Temple Street, Suite 383 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
  
From: SCOPE <exec-scope@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2020 1:05 PM 
To: Saraiya, Anish <ASaraiya@bos.lacounty.gov>; ExecutiveOffice <ExecutiveOffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; 
PublicHearing <PublicHearing@bos.lacounty.gov> 
Cc: Barger, Kathryn <Kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov>; First District <firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>; 
Supervisor Janice Hahn (Fourth District) <fourthdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>; SecondDistrict 
<SecondDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>; Sheila <Sheila@bos.lacounty.gov> 
Subject: Comment on Agenda Item 73 March 31 Agenda 
  
Please see attached our comment letter for the Agenda Item 73 on the march 31st public hearing. We 
also attached the previous comment letter that we submitted on this item at the March 10th meeting for 
your reference and the June 25th 2019 approval. 
 
Thank you for your attention to our concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lynne Plambeck 
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (SCOPE) 
661 255-6899 
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Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 

 

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY 
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY 

 

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386 
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3-27-20 

 

Board of Supervisors 

500 W. Temple St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Re: - Board of Supervisors Agenda TUESDAY, MARCH 31, 2020  

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS Item 73 

 Hearing to Vacate a Portion of Valley Canyon Road Set Aside a Portion 
of Soledad Canyon Road and Accept the Offer of Dedication on a portion 
of Yellowstone Lane in the Unincorporated Community of Agua Dulce 
 
Honorable Supervisors: 

 

After waiting over 8 hours on March 10th to speak on this item (#37 at that meeting), 

which was ultimately continued after 5PM, I and other SCOPE members are appalled that 

you will not now hear public testimony on this item at a noticed public hearing.  SCOPE 

members believe this is a violation of the Brown Act and will be filing a separate 

complaint letter on the matter. 

 

While we understand and appreciate the difficulties posed by the efforts to protect the 

public during the Corvid 19 pandemic, the Governor, in his March 12
th

 order
1
 to waive 

certain requirements under the Brown Act, did NOT waive the right of the public to make 

comments and be heard by public agencies. This must especially be true when the item is 

a public hearing.  We understand the need for telephonic meetings, but public comment 

and testimony must be still be made telephonically accessible during those meetings. All 

local agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley have worked to make that possible. The County 

must also, especially in the case of a public hearing. We therefore urge the County  to 

continue the public hearing items on this agenda, including item 73, to such a time when 

public comments and testimony can be accommodated. 

 

Even though the County and the Department of Public Works had three weeks to address 

the concerns in our original letter, submitted timely in advance of the March 10
th

 

meeting (attached) this agenda item and background material did not remedy any of our 

very reasonable concerns. We re-iterate our concern that the wildlife corridor must be 

designated on the maps and the resolutions to ensure that there are no errors in 

reserving this corridor that is required by the conditions of approval.  

                                                 
1
 https://cnpa.com/governor-suspends-meeting-safeguards-in-brown-and-bagley-keene-acts-in-response-to-

coronavirus-crisis/ 



 

While we appreciate the developer’s efforts to have a statement read into the record 

that addresses the wildlife corridor, such a statement is not sufficient to ensure that  

other agencies using the maps or future staff that are unacquainted with the approval 

would be aware of the requirements. In addition, it is not a part of the agenda item, and 

of course also, the County is not allowing public comment on anything that is added. This 

is a violation of the Brown Act as previously stated. 

 

This item continues to refer only to a tract number and states that the changes will 

comply with a 2003 EIR, it is important that you know that the most recent mitigation 

measures approved for this project, “Spring Canyon” were unanimously approved on 

March 26
th

, 2019 ( and final approval on June 25th 2019). At the time, the changes were 

lauded by Supervisor Barger and Supervisor Hahn’s office for enhancing the sustainability 

of the project (see news article attached). 

 

Some of those changes included an enhanced wildlife corridor in the area of this agenda 

item’s proposed changes to Valley Canyon Rd which is the ONLY underpass under the 

Highway 14 that animals can currently use to reach the river. 

 

There is no indication that this proposal complies with the most recent 

conditions and mitigation measures approved last year, since in fact that 

approval is nowhere mentioned in the staff report. There is no indication 

that Parks and Recreation was contacted concerning this matter or that 

the County biologist reviewed the changes to ensure the wildlife corridor 

would remain viable. 

 

Further, as you may recall, your approval last year allowed the developer to delay the 

building of the elementary school for the project until after about the 200 hundredth unit 

was built.  You should know that according to our information, the school district has 

rejected the proposed site for the school, so the change you allowed last June may leave 

these first homes without ever having a local school. This scenario is similar to what 

occurred two decades ago with the Davidon project in Saugus where the developer never 

built the other half of the project that would have required the school. We ask that you 

look into this matter before approving additional changes for this project. 

 

Last, since the school district refused the site, they also refused to form a Mello-Roos 

facilities district for the developer. The developer then went to the Santa Clarita Valley 

Water Agency to request they form a Mello-Roos district. While the Board did vote at its 

last meeting to approve a policy allowing such facility districts, no district for this project 

was approved. You should know that the vote was contentious, divided and close. 

 

In closing, please be aware that the Tick Fire (October 2019) burned through this area 

last year, pushed by 40 mile per hour winds, and requiring 40,000 residents to evacuate. 

Had the houses in this tract been built then, we might have seen far more residential 

loses than the 22 houses and 27 structures damaged in this fire.  

 



We ask that you take these issues into consideration, especially the viability of the 

wildlife corridor and the fire danger as you evaluate this agenda item. We further ask 

that you continue this item to a time when the public can exercise our right to make 

comments to the Board. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
President 

 

Attachment 

1. News article lauding changes to the Spring Canyon Project “Housing project approved 

as ‘super sustainable’ community” SCV Signal March 27
th

, 2019 

2. June 25
th

 final approval of changes with new conditions and additional mitigation 

measures. 



Housing project approved as ‘super 

sustainable’ community 

• Jim Holt March 27, 2019 6:00 am  

 
FILE PHOTO. gray water set up at the side of a house.  

A 15-year-old plan to build close to 500 homes between Shadow Pines and Agua Dulce was 

approved unanimously by county supervisors Tuesday provided the developer includes 14 green 

conditions that promise to transform the plan into a state-of-the-art project in terms of 

sustainability. 

The revamped Spring Canyon housing project, which calls for 495 homes now, includes solar 

panels for those homes, charging stations for electric vehicles, gray water recycling for lawns 

and solar heating for a community pool if such a pool is ever built. 

“No project is static,” county Supervisor Kathryn Barger said before reading a long list of 

environment-friendly conditions.  

 “But (in the past 15 years), a lot has changed,” she said at the Los Angeles County Board of 

Supervisors meeting Tuesday, reflecting back to when the housing project was first approved in 

2004. 

Barger thanked Spring Canyon applicant Patrick Parker of Raintree Investment for having 

worked with SCV environmentalists and having arrived at “increased environmental 

protections.” 

She also thanked Lynne Plambeck, president of Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the 

Environment, or SCOPE, which filed a formal appeal of the decision made by regional planners 

to approve the Spring Canyon project. 

“It’s admirable that both sides worked through the issues,” Barger said. “Thank you, Lynne 

Plambeck, for making this project better.” 



‘Fabulously amended’ 

Barger then listed the climate-change amendments, prompting Supervisor Janice Hahn to call it 

“fabulously amended.” 

Conditions include:  

Each home is to be built with a solar panel system that would generate the equivalent of 3 

kilowatt-hours of electricity. 

Creating 25 public-use charging stations for electric vehicles.  

The garage of each home is to have a built-in, 220-volt outlet for future electric vehicle chargers. 

If a community pool is ever built in Spring Canyon, it is to be heated by solar panels. 

Each home is to have a tankless on-demand water heater. 

Each home is to comply with current ordinances and state laws, including low impact and water 

conservation laws. 

Pervious pavement, which allows rainwater to recharge the groundwater, is to be used in the 

parking lots of the park. Impervious pavement is to be eliminated where possible. 

Each home is to come with plumbing that would accommodate an optional gray water system to 

recycle washing machine or kitchen sink water waste for use in backyard landscaping. Gray 

water is wastewater generated by washing people and their clothes. It comes from washing 

machines, sinks, shower stalls and baths. It does not come from toilets. Toilet wastewater is 

dubbed “black water,” and must be disposed of in sewer systems or septic tanks. 

Each home is to come with a rainwater collection system to reduce landscape water use. 

The landscaping of parks, common space areas and the front yards of each home is to comply 

with ordinances and state laws that call for drip irrigation of drought-tolerant landscaping. 

At the request of the county biologist, the applicant for Spring Canyon is to plant locally native 

vegetation in the open space and on slopes as long as it is 50 feet from structures. 

All new home sales offices for the Spring Canyon project are to be stocked with brochures 

highlighting the benefits of the green initiatives featured in Spring Canyon and with brochures 

from National Wildlife that inform homebuyers about the Backyard Habitat program. The 

Backyard Habitat program preserves pockets of land in its natural state, allowing native 

vegetation to thrive and wildlife to move about freely. 

At the request of the county biologist and SCOPE, the applicant agrees to plant eight holly leaf 

cherry trees for every one removed. The new holly leaf cherries are to be planted in the open 

space of the project. 



Also at the request of the county biologist, the applicant is to come up with a map of all existing 

holly leaf cherry trees on the property and indicate which ones will be impacted by the housing 

project. A map is also to be prepared showing where and how many impacts are to be made and 

the location of new plants in open space. 

Plambeck thanked Parker and Chris Perry, the planning deputy for Los Angeles County’s 5th 

District, because “they worked very well with us,” she said. 

SCOPE 
“It took us all the way to appealing to the Board of Supervisors, but we are pleased to say that 

although there was no climate chapter in this because the (environmental impact report) was so 

old, there are accommodations now that match other (sustainable) projects in areas like 

Northlake and Newhall Ranch.” 

Likewise, Parker thanked Barger’s staff, and his SCOPE critics, saying: “We’ve worked with 

SCOPE to talk about Spring Canyon. 

“This is an amendment to a project that was previously approved and we’re excited to move 

forward. There are many public benefits and we also think the project is better now,” he said. 

The planned Spring Canyon housing development is north of Highway 14 and Soledad Canyon 

Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce Canyon Road.  

It calls for one Los Angeles County Fire Department station and one Los Angeles County 

Sheriff’s Department substation to be built, two parking lots and three open space lots, all on 

nearly 550 acres.  

 

Jim Holt 
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The Honorable Board of Supervisors
TDD

County of Los Angeles ~zi3>b33-0~o,
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration Agenda No. 5
500 West Temple Street 03/26/19
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: PROJECT NO.96-044-(5)
FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT
MAP NO.48086-(5)
FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTlTHREE-VOTE MATTER

Dear Supervisors:

Your Board previously held aduly-noticed public hearing on the above-referenced Project related to the Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative TractMap No. 48086-(5) ("Amendment'). The Amendment adjusts the sequencing.of compliance with conditions of approval and mitigation measures related tograding, road, infrastructure, parks and trails improvements, and landscapinginstallation. The Amendment also clarifies which parties are responsible forimplementation and approval of mitigation measures and adds conditions toaddress climate change considerations. The Project is located adjacent to theAntelope Valley Freeway near Soledad Canyon Road in the Soledad ZonedDistrict. Raintree Investment Corporation applied for the Amendment. Projectapproval also includes approval of the environmental review document. At thecompletion of the hearing, you indicated an intent to deny the appeal andapprove the amended Project. Enclosed are findings and conditions for yourconsideration.

Very truly yours,

Ansel

c: Sachi A. Hamai, Chief Executive Officer
Celia Zavala, Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
Amy J. Bodek, Director, Department of Regional Planning

HOA.102507422.1
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FINDINGS OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AND ORDER

PROJECT NO.96-044-(5)
FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.48086-(5)

The Los Angeles County ("County') Board of Supervisors ("Board") held a duly-
noticed public hearing on March 26, 2019, in the matter of Project No. 96-044-
(5), consisting of a fourth amendment ("Amendmenf') to Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 48086-(5) ("Vesting Map") and Addendum to the Environmental Impact
Report ("Addendum") associated with Environmental Assessment No. RPPL
2018004166 (collectively, the "Project Amendment'). The County Regional
Planning Commission ("Commission") previously approved the Project
Amendment at aduly-noticed public hearing on January 9, 2019. The Project
Amendment approval was appealed to the Board on January 21, 2019 by Lynne
Plambeck representing the Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the
Environment ("Appellant").

2. The subdivider, Raintree Investment Corporation ("Subdivider"), requests the
Amendment to the Vesting Map, pursuant to Section 21.38.010 of the
Los Angeles County Code ("County Code"), to adjust the sequencing of
compliance with conditions of approval and mitigation measures related to
grading, road, infrastructure, parks and trails improvements, as well as
landscaping installation. The Amendment also clarifies which parties are
responsible for implementation and approval of mitigation measures and adds
conditions to address climate change considerations.

3. On August 3, 2004, at aduly-noticed public hearing, the Board approved the
Vesting Map, Plan Amendment No. 96-044, Zone Change Number 96-044,
Conditional Use Permit ("CUP") No. 96-044, Oak Tree Permit Number 96-044,
and certified the final Environmental Impact Report ("EIR")and adopted Findings
of Statement of Overriding Consideration and incorporated the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program into the conditions of approval (collectively,
the "Project'). These approved entitlements authorized creation of a clustered
hillside residential development of 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station
site, a Sheriff substation site, 3 private park lots and 3 open space lots dedicated
to the public, 12 debris basin lots, and a public school lot on a total of 548.1
acres. Previous amendments to the Project authorized changes including
relocation of the school site, adjustment of lot lines and lot configurations,
redesign of a park site, street pattern revisions, relocation of a water reservoir,
drainage facilities and desilting basin changes, wildlife corridor changes, street
section changes for added retaining walls, addition of a sewer lift station, stream
course protection changes, grading changes, and clarified language to conditions
of approval and mitigation measures.

4. The Project site is located north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad
Canyon Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce Canyon, in
the Soledad Zoned District ("Project Site"). The irregularly-shaped property is

HOA.102544683.1



vacant and undeveloped, in a mostly natural condition, with level to hilly and
steeply- sloping topography.

5. The Project Site is located within the Urban Residential ("H2") Iand use category
of the 2012 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan ("Community Plan"). Residential
development is permitted within the H2 land use category. The Project Site is
located within Zone R-1-6,000 (Single-family Residential, 6,000 Square Feet
Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-7,000 (Single-family Residential, 7,000
Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-8,000 (Single-family
Residential, 8,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-10,000
(Single-family Residential, 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone
R-1-15,000 (Single-family Residential, 15,000 Square Feet Minimum Required
Area), Zone R-1-20,000 (Single-family Residential, 20,000 Square Feet Minimum
Required Area), and Zone A-2 (Heavy Agricultural).

6. Surrounding zoning within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site includes:

North: Zone A-2-1 (Heavy Agricultural, One Acre Minimum Required
Area);

South: Zone A-2-1;
East: Zone A-2-1; and
West: Zones A-1-1 (Light Agricultural, One Acre Minimum Required Area),

R-1-11,000 (Single-Family Residential, 11,000 Square Feet Minimum
Required Area), and the City of Santa Clarita.

7. Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site include:

North: Single-family residences and undeveloped land;
South: Antelope Valley Freeway;
East: Mineral processing; and
West: Single-family residences.

8. Prior to the Department of Regional Planning ("Regional Planning") Hearing
Officer's ("Hearing Officer") duly-noticed public hearing on the Amendment, an
Addendum to the EIR associated with Environmental Assessment No. RPPL
2018004166 for the Amendment was prepared in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the State
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.) ("State CEQA
Guidelines"), and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County.

9. On September 18, 2018, at aduly-noticed public hearing, the Hearing Officer
considered the Amendment and associated Addendum. The Hearing Officer
moved to continue the matter to October 16, 2018, requesting additional time to
review the County Subdivision Committee reports and recommendations for
conditions of approval. The County Subdivision Committee, which consists of
representatives of the County Departments of Regional Planning, Public Works,
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Fire, Parks and Recreation, and Public Health, reviewed the Project and cleared
it for public hearing.

10. On October 16, 2018, at the continued public hearing, Regional Planning staff
("Staff") recommended approval of the Project Amendment, subject to the
conditions of approval and clarified mitigation measures.

Subdivider addressed the Hearing Officer with information to show why the
Amendment was needed to adjust the timing of implementation of the conditions
of approval and mitigation measures.

A member of the public expressed concerns that the Addendum comment period
did not afford the public a reasonable amount of time to consider the proposed
Amendment.

The Hearing Officer questioned whether or not the proposed Project Amendment
changes would permit the County to receive the same mitigation for impacts that
was intended with the original Project approval and continued the public hearing
to November 6, 2018, to allow Subdivider and Staff adequate time to respond.

11. On November 6, 2018, at the continued public hearing, Staff s report addressed
the Hearing Officer's concerns by indicating that the proposed conditions of
approval and clarified mitigation measures were consistent with the original
Project.

The Hearing Officer approved the Addendum, certifying that it had been
completed in compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the
Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County,
and approved the Amendment, subject to the recommendations and conditions
of approval submitted by the County Subdivision Committee.

12. Appellant timely filed an appeal with the Commission asserting that the proper
level of environmental review had not been conducted.

13. On January 9, 2019, at the duly-noticed public hearing, the Commission heard
presentations from Staff, Subdivider, and Appellant.

Appellant was represented by two speakers that voiced their concerns over
greenhouse gas emissions, water availability for the Project, and the limited
response by the County to the previously-approved Projects environmental
impacts. Appellant felt there should have been a longer public comment period
for the Addendum that was less proximate to the public hearing date. Appellant
also argued that the entitlement sought, a Map Amendment, was not appropriate.
Appellant argued this should have been processed as a Revised Map, which
would have allowed for a broader scope of review from the Commission.
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Subdivider informed the Commission of the Project status and the anticipated
next steps of final map recordation. Subdivider also answered questions from
the Commission.

Staff clarified that the Project Amendment was appropriate as this approval
sought only to implement minor changes in implementation of the Vesting Map.
The Commissioners inquired as to low and moderate housing requirements, and
County Counsel informed the Commission that such considerations were outside
the limited purview of the Project Amendment before them.

After closing the item's public hearing, the Commission discussed the merit of a
continuance to review additional materials received the morning of the public
hearing. The Commission decided there was no reason to continue the item and
the Commission denied the appeal, thus upholding the Project Amendment
approval.

14. On January 21, 2019, pursuant to County Code Section 22.240.010, Appellant
filed an appeal with the Board.

15. On March 26, 2019, at aduly-noticed public hearing, the Board considered the
appeal. The Board heard testimony from Subdivider, Appellant, and several
members of the public. The public comments were aligned in commending the
fact that after the Commission hearing, Subdivider worked with Appellant and
agreed to incorporate project design features to address Appellants concerns
about greenhouse gas emissions. The Board then indicated its intent to approve
the Addendum and Amendment, subject to the conditions of approval, which
would include the project design features.

16. The Board finds that the Subdivision Map Act defers to local jurisdictions
regarding procedures for amendments to tentatively approved maps, prior to the
recordation of a final map.

17. The Board finds that Regional Planning has developed procedures for the
processing of amendment map requests and that amendment requests may
authorize minor modifications to tentatively approved maps.

18. The Board finds that Subdivider's Amendment, as conditioned, reduces the
Project's potential environmental impacts.

19. The Board finds that Staff's review is limited to the Addendum and Amendment.

20. The Board finds that the requested adjustments and sequencing changes are- in
keeping with the intent of the original tentative approval and are necessary for
Project implementation.

21. The Board finds that the Project is consistent with the applicable regulations of
the County Code.
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22. The Board finds that the Project Amendment is consistent with the Community
Plan, because the Amendment does not alter Project elements which are
consistent with the applicable land use designations and the Community Plan's
policies.

23. The Board finds that it is appropriate to require the filing of a modification or
elimination of conditions, pursuant to County Code Section 22.236, to ensure that
the related CUP No. 96-044 is consistent with the conditions of approval for the
Amendment. The modification will capture changes with respect to earth
material export and will ensure the timing of the conditions of approval of both the
CUP and Amendment are consistent and will be required prior to issuance of
grading and/or building permits.

24. The Board finds that the adjustment to the timing of the required Sulphur Springs
School District consultation with the County's Tragic and Lighting Division of the
Department of Public Works ("Public Works") is necessary, prior to issuance of
building permits for the development of the school site.

25. The Board finds that the naming of Stonecrest Road is consistent with the current
proposal for street naming, and the previously-approved Project and the
associated third amendment, approved on October 2, 2012.

26. The Board finds that Ordinance Number 82-0050, Section 21.32.200 of the
County Code, applies to the Project, thus Subdivider will contribute its fair share
for regional infrastructure improvements at SR-14 northbound ramps/Soledad
Canyon Road and SR-14 southbound ramps north of Sand Canyon
Road/Soledad Canyon Road.

27. The Board finds that it is reasonable to augment the Soledad Canyon Road
Speed Advisory Study by requiring findings and recommendations to be
reviewed and approved, prior to final map recordation, given that results could
impact depictions to be recorded.

28. The Boarcl finds that detailed striping and signal plans for Soledad Canyon Road
improvements shall be filed prior to building permit issuance, so as to be
prepared for construction, development, and improvement of the area.

29. The Board finds that requiring installation of Soledad Canyon Road
improvements prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy is necessary.

30. The Board finds that because the final maps and all proposed lots are anticipated
to record simultaneously, it is appropriate to require completion of the proposed
active park prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 213th residential
dwelling unit.

31. The Board finds that because the final maps and all proposed lots are anticipated
to record simultaneously, it is appropriate to require completion of the proposed
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passive park prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 380th residential
dwelling unit.

32. The Board finds that because recordation of final maps grants no authorization to
construct single-family residence dwelling units, and because park development
is expected when fewer than 213 dwelling units are constructed, it is appropriate
to require a park development agreement with the County Department of Parks
and Recreation, prior to issuance of the first building permit for a dwelling unit.

33. The Board finds that because the active and passive parks are anticipated to be
constructed by Subdivider and are expected to meet the acreage obligation for
the development, a park obligation in-lieu fee credit for actual park improvement
costs is authorized.

34. The Board finds that Subdivider's grant of a fire station lot to the County in fee
title will allow the County to address fire activity and hazard concerns protecting
lives, properties, and property values.

35. The Board finds that with the provision of a fire station lot within the Project Site
boundaries, and after the proposed improvement of said lot occurs, a maximum
of 300 single-family residence dwelling unit building permits may be issued
before a second means of access to the Project Site is physically constructed to
the satisfaction of Regional Planning, Public Works, and the Fire Department.

36. The Board finds that use of an arched culvert at the southwest corner of the
Project Site, as proposed in the Amendment, is more likely to be utilized by
wildlife than the 60-inch pipe previously approved.

37. The Board finds that review and approval of landscaping plans for the planting of
manufactured slopes is appropriate prior to issuance of any grading permits.

38. The Board finds that planting of manufactured slopes is appropriate prior to
issuance of the Projects first residential certificate of occupancy.

39. The Board finds that it is appropriate to have Subdivider analyze the need for a
transit bus stop on Valley Canyon Road to the satisfaction of Public Works and
the local transit provider prior to issuance of the building permits for lot no. 514
(school site).

40. The Board finds this tract map was originally approved as a vesting tentative
map. As such, it is subject to the provisions of Section 21.38.010 of the County
Code. The Amendment changes neither the vesting status nor the map
expiration date.

41. The Board finds that approval of the Amendment does not change any map
expiration dates. The expiration date of the Vesting Map is August 3, 2019.

42. The Board finds that it is appropriate to designate open space on the final map.
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43. The Board finds that a conservation easement over the open space areas, in
addition to the required deed restriction, is necessary to protect natural
conservation lands, and to restrict construction on the lot.

44. The Board finds that it is appropriate to require an experienced agency familiar
with supervision and management of open space to be appointed prior to
issuance of occupancy for the Project. The agency shall maintain the natural,
undisturbed open space consistent with the biodiversity and wildlife connectivity
that presently exist.

45. The Board finds that the Project Site is approximately 96 percent covered by the
mapped San Gabriel-Castaic Linkage wildlife corridor and that crucial crossings
impacted by the Project are proposed to be improved with infrastructure and
indigenous, native landscaping.

46. The Board finds that requiring indigenous, native landscaping is consistent with
the existing conditions of approval and mitigation measures and supports easy
care and maintenance, and facilitates safe wildlife passage.

47. The Board finds that walls and fences beyond the proposed graded pads
constrain wildlife movement and that proposed walls and fences that restrict
movement, or are greater than three feet in height, should be limited to the
developed areas and graded pads of the Project Site.

48. The Board finds that a low wall of a maximum 42 inches in height, which is within
a developed area, separating Fuel Modification Zones B and C, will preserve
natural undisturbed areas and help prevent snakes and small wildlife from
entering developed areas of the Project Site.

49. The Board finds that transplantation of holly-leaf cherry trees and/or seedling
propagation and planting supports the native ecology of the area, is important to
the biodiversity of the area, and aids in mitigating development impact.

50. The Board finds that a conservation easement is required over areas outside of
the approved building pads of lot nos. 11-15, 33, 39-44, 55-56, 509, and 513 with
a note placed on the final map to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.

51. The Board finds that changes in grading, if needed, will allow the County to
require that Subdivider avoid using "V" ditches, which will, in turn, allow
connectivity and wildlife crossing in open space areas and the wildlife corridor.

52. The Board finds that future detailed development plans of the proposed parcels
must comply with the County's Low Impact Development and Green Building
Ordinances, as applicable, prior to building permit issuance.
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53. The Board finds that the Commission used the current Mitigation Monitoring
Program to assess the proposed scope of changes and their impact on the
environment, and that proposed changes improved or reduced impacts
anticipated by the originally-approved Project.

54. The Board finds that soil testing and land banking shall be accomplished to the
satisfaction of the Director of Regional Planning to ensure the success of
mitigation trees planted.

55. The Board finds that the Final EIR was approved on August 3, 2004, which was
prepared in accordance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the
Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County.
The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR dated August 2000, the Technical
Appendices to the Draft EIR dated August 2000, the Supplemental EIR,
Responses to Comments and Appendices dated January 8, 2003, and the Final
EIR, including Responses to Comments dated July 8, 2003 (collectively, the
"Final EIR").

A mitigation monitoring program, dated July 8, 2003, consistent with the
conclusions and recommendations of the Final EIR, was prepared and its
requirements have been incorporated into the conditions of approval for the
Project.

56. An Addendum to the Final EIR has been considered, as the appropriate
environmental document for the Amendment, pursuant to CEQA, the State
CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County.

57. After consideration of the Addendum to the certified Final EIR, together with any
comments received during the public review process, the Board finds on the
basis of the whole record before the Board that there is no substantial evidence
that the proposed Amendment will have a significant effect on the environment.

58. The Board finds that the Addendum reflects the independent judgment and
analysis of the Board, and approves the Addendum.

59. Approval of the Amendment is subject to Subdivider's compliance with the
attached conditions of approval.

60. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Board's decision is based in this matter, is the
Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West Temple
Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents and
materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section, Department of
Regional Planning.
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BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CONCLUDES
THAT:

A. The proposed use at the Project Site with the attached conditions will be
consistent with the adopted General Plan and Community Plan; will not adversely
affect the health, peace, comfort, or welfare of persons residing or working in the
surrounding area; will not be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment, or
valuation of property of other persons located in the vicinity of the Project Site;
and will not jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise constitute a menace to the public
health, safety, or general welfare.

B. The Project Site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls,
fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping, and other development
features prescribed in the County Code, or as is otherwise required to integrate
said use with the uses in the surrounding area, and is adequately served by
highways or streets of sufficient width and improved, as necessary, to carry the
kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate, and by other public or
private service facilities as are required.

THEREFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS•

1. Denies the appeal

2. Approves the Addendum to the Final EIR and certifies that it has been completed
in compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental
Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County related thereto.

3. Approves the Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 48086-(5),
subject to the attached conditions of approval and recommendations of the
County Subdivision Committee.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PROJECT NO. 96-044-(5)

FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48086-(5)

This grant for a fourth amendment ("Amendment') to Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 48086 ("Vesting Map"), adjusts the timing of certain conditions of
approval and mitigation measures and clarifies requirements for grading, road
and infrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements, and
landscaping installation. The Vesting Map and related entitlements (collectively,
the "Project') authorized creation of a clustered hillside residential development
of 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station site, a Sheriff substation site, 3
private park lots and 3 open space lots dedicated to the public, 12 debris basin
lots, and a public school lot on a total of 548.1 acres (collectively, "Project Site").

2. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "Subdivider" shall include
the applicant, owner of the property, and any other person, corporation, or other
entity making use of this grant.

3. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until Subdivider, and the owner
of the subject property if other than Subdivider, has filed at the office of the
Los Angeles County ("County") Department of Regional Planning ("Regional
Planning") their affidavit stating they are aware of and agree to accept all of the
conditions of this grant. Nofinrithstanding the foregoing, this Condition No. 3 and
Condition Nos. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 shall be effective immediately upon the date
of final approval of this grant by the County.

4. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "date of final approval"
shall mean the date the County's action becomes effective, pursuant to County
Code Section 22.222.230.

5. Subdivider shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County, its agents,
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the
County, or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul
this permit approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of
Government Code section 66499.37, or any other applicable limitations period.
The County shall promptly notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding
and the County shall fully cooperate in the defense. If the County fails to
promptly notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the County
fails to cooperate fully in the defense, Subdivider shall not thereafter be
responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County.

6. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed
against the County, Subdivider shall within 10 days of the filing make an initial
deposit with Regional Planning in the amount of up to $5,000, from which actual
costs and expenses shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the
costs, or expenses involved in Regional Planning's cooperation in the defense,
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including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided
to Subdivider, or Subdivider's counsel.

A. If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach
80 percent of the amount on deposit, Subdivider shall deposit additional
funds sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000. There is
no limit to the number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior
to completion of the litigation.

B. At the sole discretion of Subdivider, the amount of an initial or any
supplemental deposft may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.
Additionally, the cost for collection and duplication of records and other
related documents shall be paid by Subdivider pursuant to County Code
Section 2.170.010.

7. If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted
hereunder shall lapse.

In the event that the Vesting Map should expire without the recordation of a final
map, this grant shall terminate upon expiration of the Vesting Map. Entitlement
to the use of property thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then in effect.

9. Approval of this amendment map does not change any map expiration dates.
The expiration date of the Vesting Map is August 3, 2019.

10. The Project Site shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity on the Project Sfte. Failure of
Subdivider to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions.

11. Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty
of a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Board may, after conducting
public meeting, revoke or modify this grant, if the Board finds that these
conditions have been violated, or that this grant has been exercised so as to be
detrimental to the public's health or safety, or so as to be a nuisance, or as
otherwise authorized, pursuant to County Code Section 22.242.030.

12. All development pursuant to this grant must be kept in full compliance with the
County Fire Code to the satisfaction of the County Fire Department ("Fire
Department').

13. All development pursuant to this grant shall conform with the requirements of the
County Department of Public Works ("Public Works") to the satisfaction of said
department.
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14. All development pursuant to this grant shall comply with the requirements of
Title 22 of the County Code and of the specific zoning of the Project Site, unless
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions.

15. Subdivider shall maintain the Project Site in a neat and orderly fashion.
Subdivider shall maintain free of litter all areas of the premises over which
Subdivider has control.

16. All structures, walls, and fences open to public view shall remain free of graffiti,
or other extraneous markings, drawings, or signage that was not approved by
Regional Planning. These shall include any of the above that do not directly
relate to the business being operated on the Project Site, or that do not provide
pertinent information about said Project Site. The only exceptions shall be
seasonal decorations, or signage provided under the auspices of a civic, or non-
profit organization.

17. In the event of gra~ti or other extraneous markings occurring, Subdivider shall
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of
notification of such occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering
such markings shall be of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color
of the adjoining surfaces.

18. The Project Site shall be developed and maintained in substantial compliance
with the Amendment to Vesting Map dated August 14, 2018.

19. In the event that subsequent revisions to the approved Amendment to Vesting
Map are submitted, Subdivider shall submit five copies of the proposed plans to
the Regional Planning Director ("Director")for review and approval. All revised
plans must be accompanied by the written authorization of the property owners)
and applicable fee for such revision.

20. All Vesting Map conditions not amended by this Amendment map and all
conditions of previously approved Conditional Use Permit ("CUP") No. 96-044
and Oak Tree Permit No.96-044 apply, except where modified herein, or as will
be required to be modified through the CUP modification process, County Code
Section 22.236, to ensure that the related CUP No. 96-044 is consistent with the
conditions of approval for this Amendment. The modification will capture
changes with respect to earth material export and will ensure the timing of the
conditions of approval of both the CUP and Amendment are consistent and will
be required prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits. Subdivider must
file for the CUP modification prior to final map recordation.

21. Prior to issuance of building permits for lot no. 514 (school site), Subdivider shall
coordinate with and notify the Sulphur Springs School District to prepare and
submit preliminary improvement plans to the Public Works Traffic and Lighting
Division.
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22. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works a copy of
a letter of intent to Caltrans, outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic
mitigations within Caltrans' jurisdiction.

23. Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall comply with County Code
Section 21.32.200, by contributing its fair share for regional infrastructure
improvements at SR-14 northbound ramps/Soledad Canyon Road and SR-14
southbound ramps north of Sand Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

24. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works a copy of
a letter of intent to the City of Santa Clarita (the "City"), outlining the proposed
monitoring program for traffic mitigations within the City's jurisdiction.

25. Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall contribute its fair share to
the City to carry out improvements within the boundaries of the City's jurisdiction
to the satisfaction of Public Works.

26. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works findings
and recommendations from the Soledad Canyon Road Speed Advisory Study, to
the satisfaction of said department.

27. Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works
detailed striping and signal plans consistent with the findings and
recommendations from the Soledad Canyon Road Speed Advisory Study, to the
satisfaction of said department.

28. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any Project residential
dwelling unit, Subdivider shall construct and complete, or cause to be
constructed and completed, the approved detailed striping and signal plans
consistent with the findings and recommendations from the Soledad Canyon
Road Speed Advisory Study, to the satisfaction of Public Works.

29. Road widening improvements at the southern portion of the Project Site, adjacent
to SR-14, shall include landscaping with indigenous/native plants that can
connect and provide for wildlife passage between the Spring Canyon 10-foot-
high culvert and continue underneath Valley Canyon Road (proposed future
Yellowstone Lane) to the southern natural, undisturbed slopes. Landscaping
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any
grading permits.

30. Landscaping with indigenous/native plants shall provide for wildlife passage east
of the Stonecrest Road/Yellowstone Lane intersection. The intersection shall be
configured with indigenous/native landscaping to guide wildlife on the riding-
hiking-wildlife trail to the east and south across Soledad Canyon Road and out of
the intersection. Landscaping plans shall be reviewed and approved by the
Director prior to issuance of any grading permits.
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31. Indigenous/native vegetation shall be required on all slopes outside of fuel
modification zones, or 50 feet from structures. Revegetation of slopes in,
adjoining, and adjacent to the active park, shall be completed within five years of
the active park's complete and final construction to aid with the success and
viability of the plantings, depending on the type of habitat designed in the
landscape plan and schedule of revegetation, to the satisfaction of Regional
Planning. Landscaping plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director
prior to issuance of any grading permits.

32. Indigenous/native vegetation is required on all slopes outside of fuel modification
zones, or 50 feet from structures. Revegetation of slopes in, adjoining, and
adjacent to the passive parks, shall be completed within five years of any passive
park's complete and final construction to aid with the success and viability of the
plantings, depending on the type of habitat designed in the landscape plan and
schedule of revegetation, to the satisfaction of Regional Planning. Landscaping
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any
grading permits.

33. The bridge over Spring Canyon on Soledad Canyon Road (proposed future
improvement/widening) shall be retained or reconstructed to the satisfaction of
Regional Planning and Public Works. Bridge/street improvement plans, if
implemented by Subdivider or by a separate, agreed-upon party, shall be
reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any building permit.

34. Reduced speed is required at intersections in the wildlife corridor. Plans for the
installation of "wildlife crossing" flashing lights and signage along proposed "8"
StreetJgas line easement shall be reviewed and approved to the satisfaction of
the Director. Sign development/improvement plans, if implemented by
Subdivider or by a separate, agreed-upon party, shall be reviewed and approved
by the Director prior to issuance of any building permit.

35. Prior to issuance of any Project building permit(s), Subdivider shall establish a
Homeowner's Association ("HOA") for the Project.

36. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") of the HOA shall be
continuously maintained for the HOA. Prior to obtaining final map approval,
Subdivider shall submit a draft copy of the Projects CC&Rs, including
maintenance reserves, and any other covenants or maintenance agreements
entered into with respect to the Project, to Regional Planning for review and
approval.

37. A copy of these Project conditions of approval shall be attached and included as
conditions in the CC&Rs, and the CC&Rs shall prohibit any such condition from
being amended in any way, or eliminated, without prior approval from the
Director.
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38. Where mitigation measures have provisions for buyers to receive information in
escrow packages, the measures shall be recorded in the CC&Rs.

39. Prior to issuance of any building permits for the Project, Subdivider shall enter
into a park development agreement with the County Department of Parks and
Recreation.

40. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the 213th residential dwelling unit,
Subdivider shall complete, or cause complete construction of, the proposed
active park.

41. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the 380th residential dwelling unit,
Subdivider shall complete, or cause complete construction of, the proposed
passive park.

42. Subdivider shall pay the prevailing wage for the park improvements. Subdivider
shall be eligible for a park obligation in-lieu fee credit for actual park improvement
costs.

43. Subdivider shall grant a fire station lot in fee title to the County at a location and
size to be approved by the Fire Department.

44. Subdivider shall be authorized to develop a maximum of 300 residential dwelling
units before a second means of access is physically constructed to the
satisfaction of Regional Planning, Public Works, and the Fire Department.

45. Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall place a note or notes on the final
map to designate open space areas to the satisfaction of the Director.

46. A conservation easement, to be held by an agency experienced in the
management of undisturbed land, and to be approved by the Director, shall be
placed on areas designated as open space and undisturbed areas of lot
nos. 11-15, 33, 39-44, 55-56, 509, and 513 on the tentative map. The
conservation easement shall be filed, reviewed, and approved by the Director
prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy for the project. Upon recordation,
the subject recorded conservation easements shall not be subordinate in title to
any liens, or monetary obligations. Subdivider shall provide a current title report
for each easement parcel to the agency slated to hold the easements and, shall
be responsible for all costs related to the easement review and recordation,
including title insurance.

47. Prior to issuance of any project certificates of occupancy, Subdivider shall
transfer ownership of undeveloped, natural area depicted as open space to a
public agency, ornon-profit conservation organization, to the satisfaction of the
Director, for perpetual maintenance of those portions of the open space and shall
dedicate to the County the right to restrict any and all development on said lots.
The final executed agreement shall include a reasonable endowment for
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maintenance as agreed upon by the public agency, or non-profit conservation
organization and permittee, and must be to the satisfaction of the Director.

48. Existing native and non-native trees shall be mapped to the satisfaction of the
Director, including individual holly-leaf cherry trees and California junipers.

49. Holly-leaf cherry trees impacted by the Project shall be replaced and preserved
in open space areas to the satisfaction of the Director. The Subdivider shall
provide mitigation trees of eight to one (8:1) for each tree removed. Soil testing
and land banking for the holly-leaf cherry trees shall be accomplished prior to
issuance of building permits, to the satisfaction of the Director.

50. Mitigation trees shall be planted within one year of the holly-leaf cherry tree
removals. Subdivider shall inform the Director when such trees have been
planted.

51. Subdivider or authorized party, shall properly maintain each mitigation tree and
shall replace any tree failing to survive due to a lack of proper care and
maintenance with a tree to the satisfaction of the Director. The five-year
maintenance period will begin upon notification from Subdivider that the such
trees have been planted. The maintenance period of the trees failing to survive
five years will start anew with different replacement trees.

52. A low wall made of fire-resistant material, to a maximum 42 inches in height, may
be constructed at the proposed building pad boundaries between fuel
modification Zones B and C. Zone C and beyond, shall have indigenous native
plants to the satisfaction of the Fire Department.

53. Subdivider shall avoid using "V" ditches in the open space areas, so as to allow
wildlife crossing, to the satisfaction of Public Works and Regional Planning.

54. Every residential dwelling unit within the Project Site shall be built with a solar
panel system to generate electricity equivalent to 3 KwH.

55. Subdivider shall fund 25 electric vehicle ("EV") charging stations within the
Project Site and/or the surrounding community for the public to access and use
and, once funded, these charging stations shall be installed by a third-party
electric car charging provider, such as ChargePointe or Blink.

56. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature a
220V outlet in the garage for future EV chargers.

57. No community pool is currently planned in the community; however, if any
community pool is built within the subdivision, it must be equipped with solar
panels for heating.

58. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature a
tankless on-demand water heater.

HOA.102510056.1 7



59. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall comply
with current ordinances and State laws, including low impact and water
conservation.

60. Pervious pavement shall be utilized in parking areas of the park built within the
Project Site and impervious pavement shall be eliminated wherever possible.

61. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall be
plumbed for an optional greywater system to recycle washing machine or kitchen
sink water waste for use in backyard landscaping.

62. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature. a
rainwater collection system to reduce landscape water use.

63. All landscaping within the common space of the developed portion of the Project
Site and in the front yards of each residential lot shall comply with the County
Code and State laws, featuring drip irrigation with drought tolerant and/or native
landscaping.

64. Subdivider shall plant indigenous/native vegetation in the open spaces, and on
slopes, as long as it is outside of the fuel modification zones and 50 feet from
structures.

65. All new home sales offices within the Project Site shall have brochures available
to highlight the benefits of the green initiatives featured at the Project Site and a
brochure from the National Wildlife Federation to inform homebuyers of the
Backyard Habitat Program.

66. Subdivider has completed a plant survey to document all existing holly-leaf
cherzy trees and which trees will be impacted by the development. Subdivider
will prepare, or cause to be prepared, a map to identify and count where the
Project will impact said trees, and show the location of new trees in open spaces.

Attachments:
Subdivision Committee Report
Final EIR Addendum
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Department of Regional Planning
~+~ 320 West Temple Street

•~ ~ Los Angeles, California 90012
~
~.~".

PROJECT NUMBER HEARING DATE
96044-(5) September 18, 2018

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS
Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.
48086 (RPPL2018004065)

SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE Environmental AssessmentRPPL2018004166

REPORT
OWNER I APPLICANT MAP/EXHIBIT SCM REPORT REPORTS ONLY

DATE: DATE: SCM DATE:
RainVee Investment Corporation, Matthew Villalobos 08/14/18 0917(18 09/20/18

PROJECT OVERVIEW
To adjust the timing of required conditions of approval relating to triggers and clarifications for grading and road andinfrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements and landscaping installation.

Subdivision: To create 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station lot, a Sheriff substation lot, three park lots, threeopen space Tots, 12 debris basin lots and one public school Iot, for a total of 514 Tots on 548.1 acres.
MAP STAGE

Tentative: ❑ Revised: ❑ Amendment: ~ Amended : ❑ Modification to : ❑ Other: ❑
Exhibit Map Recorded Map

MAP STATUS
Initial: ~ 15' Revision: ❑ 2"tl Revision: ❑ #Revision (requires a fee): ❑

LOCATION ACCESS
North of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad Canyon Soledad Canyon Road.
Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce
Road.

ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBERS) SITE AREA
3211-021-043, -044, -045, -046, -48, -050 and -051 548.1 gross acres

GENERAL PLAN /LOCAL PLAN ZONED DISTRICT SUP DISTRICT
Santa Clarita Valley (OVOV) Soledad 5~^

LAND USE DESIGNATION ZONES CSD
H2 (Residential 2 — 2 Dwelling Units Per Acre) R-1-6,000, R-1-7,000, R-1- N!A
RL5 (Rural Land 5 —1 Dwelling Units Per 5 Acres) 8.000, R-1-10,000, R-1-

15,000, R-1-20,000 and A-2
OS-C (Open Space)

PROPOSED UNITS MAX DENSITY/UNITS GRADING
(DU) (DU) (CUT/FILL, IMPORTIEXPORT, ONSITE/OFFSITE)
492 (0.90 DU/AC) H2 = 483 (2 DU/AC) Approximately 7,932,000 cubic yards combined (cut, fill, over

RL5 = 61 (1 DU/5AC) excavation and export) movement of earth material,
including approximately 82,000 cubic yards proposed to be
deposited on Tots no. 1 and 2 of TR36943-01.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (CEQA)
Addendum to the project's certified final EIR.

SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE DEPARTMENT CLEARANCE
Department Status Contact

Regional Planning Cleared Steven Jones (213)974-6433 sdiones na planninq.lacountv.aov

Updated 8!4/14



SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE REPORT
RAM TR48086 RPP~2018004065, 09/17H8

Public Works Cleared

Fire Cleared

Parks &Recreation Cleared

Public Health Cleared

Phoenix Khoury (626) 458-3133 pkhourvCc~dow.lacountv.aov

Juan Padilla (323) 890-4243 ivan.padilla(c~fire.lacountv.aov

Loretta Quach (626) 588-5305 IauachCa~parks.lacountv.gov

Vincent Gallegos (626) 430-5381 vgalle4osCa~ph.lacou~tv.gov

PAGE20F2

SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE STATUS

Reschedule for Subdivision Committee Meeting: ❑
Reschedule for Subdivision Committee Reports Only: ❑

PREVIOUS CASES
TR48086, RAM TR48086-1, RAM TR48086-2, RAM TR48086-3

REGIONAL PLANNING ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND HOLDS
Case Status/Recommendation: Regional Planning staff recommends approval of the amendment fo the vesting tentativemap, subject to conditions of approval.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION-SUBDIVISION
TRACT NO. 48086-4 AMEND TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018

We have no objections to the request to amend Vesting Tract 48086, 48086-02, and
48086-03 to accommodate clarifications to some conditions and mitigations to support
more appropriate sequencing for completing mitigations and satisfying conditions of
approval.

The following repod consisting of 74 pages are the recommendations of Public Works

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and. policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitlement or at the time of
the first plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $5,000 with
Public Works to defray the cost of verifying conditions of approval for the purpose
of issuing final map clearances.

2. Comply with all other previously approved subdivision conditions for Tract 48086
and to the satisfaction of Public Works.

-~-IGJ ~-
Prepared by Phoeni Khoury Phone (626) 458-4921 Date 09-05-2018ir48086-ALa-new RPPL201B004065.docz
httPJ/plannina.iareuntvgov/case/v:e•:~ismend,~ent to tract maa no 43~"'~89r



`:'~, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES~~
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

~ ~- ~~;
90a SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
W WN/.LADPW.ORG

TRACT MAP NO: 48086-4 AMENDED TENTATIVE MAP DATE: 08/14/18

DRAINAGE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, PHONE: (626) 458-4921

Approval of this map pertaining to drainage is recommended.

Prior to Final Map Recordation:

1. Provide drainage facilities to remove the flood hazard and dedicate and show necessaryeasements and/or right of way on the final map. This is required to the satisfaction of theDepartment of Public Works prior to the filing of the final map.

2. Place a note of flood hazard on the final map and delineate the areas subject to flood hazard.Show and label all natural drainage courses. Dedicate to the County the right to restrict theerection of buildings in the flood hazard area. This is required to the satisfaction of theDepartment of Public Works prior to the filing of the final map.

3. Provide fee title lot for debris basins/inlets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

4. Nolify the State Department of Fish and Game prior to commencement of work within anynatural drainage course. If non-jurisdiction is established by the Department of Fish and Game,submit a letter of non-jurisdiction to Pu61ic Works (Land Development Division).

5. Contact the State Water Resources Control Board to determine if a Notice of Intent (NOI) and aStorm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are required to meet National PollutionDischarge Elimination System (NPDES) construction requirements for this site.

6. Comply with Caltrans permit conditions for encroaching and connecting to their drainagesystems.

7. Contact the Corps of Engineers to determine if a permit is required for any proposed work withinthe major watercourse. Provide a copy of the 404 Permit upon processing of the drainage plans.If non-jurisdiction is established by the Corps of Engineers, submit a letter of non jurisdiction toPublic Works (Land Development Division).

8. Prior to recordation of the final map, form an assessment district to finance the future ongoingmaintenance and capital replacement of SUSMP devices systems identified on the latestapproved Drainage Concept. The developer shall cooperate fully with Puhiic Works in theformation of the assessment district, including, without limitation, the preparation of theoperation, maintenance, and capital replacement plan for the SUSMP deviceslsystems and theprompt submittal of this information to Land Development Division. The developer shall pay forall costs associated with the formation of the assessment district. SUSMP deviceslsystems shallinclude but are not limited to catch basin inserts, debris excluders, biotreatment basins, vortexseparation type systems, and other devicestsystems for stormwater quality.

Page 1 / 2



~5~"~'~ COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

-" 900 SQUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

W W W.LA~PW.ORG

9. Prior to recordation of the final map, the developer shall deposit the first year s total assessment
for the entire assessment district, based on the engineers estimate as approved by Pu61ic
Works. Thls will fund the first year's maintenance after the facilities are accepted. The County
wiil collect the second and subsequent years' assessment from the owners} of each parcel
within the assessment district.

10. Comply with the requirements of the Revised Drainage Concept I Hydrology Study /Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan which was conceptually approved on 11J18/20~0 to the
satisfaction of Public Works..

~?
Name Date 9(5/18 Phone (6261458-4921

V LQNG UONG
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County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Sheet 1 of 2PCA LX001129 Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division
EPIC LA RPPL2018004065 GEOLOGIC AND SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET
Telephone: (fi26) 458-4925 900 S. Fremont Avenue, Alhambra, CA 91803

Tentative Tract Map 48086-4 Tentative Map Dated 8N4118 (Amended) Parent TrecfGrading By Subdivider? [ ] iv o~N! „d' Location Spring Canyon
Geologist Byer Geotechnical, Inc. Subdivider Sprinp Ca~von Recovery Acquisition PLCSoils Engineer Byer Geotechnical Inc. Engineer/Arch. RBF Consulting

Review of:
Geologic Reports) Dated
So(Is Engineering Reports) Dated:
Geotechnical Reports) Dated: 9/23/10, 7/14/10
References: J. Byer Group: 6/22!05, 4119/05 1l31l05~ Pacific Soils Engineering: 5!15!00 12/17197, 11/12/97' Peira: 7/27!90

TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL FROM A GEOTECHNICAL STANDPOINT

PRIOR TO FILING THE FINAL LAND DIVISION MAP THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE FULFILLED:

Gt. The final map must be approved by the Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division (GMED} to assure that allgeotechnical requirements have been properly depicted. For Final Map clearance guidelines refer to policy memoG5051.0 in the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manua(forPreparation of Geotechnical Reports. TheManual is available at: http://dnw./acounty.govfumed/nermits/docs/manual.adf.

G2. A grading plan must be geotechnically approved by the GME~ prior to Final Map approval. The grading depicted on theplan must agree with the grading depicted on the tentative tract or parcel map and the conditions approved by the PlanningCommission. If the subdivision is to be recorded prior to the completion and acceptance of grading, corrective geologicbonds may 6e required.

G3. Prior to grading plan approval, a detailed geotech~ical report must be submitted that addresses the proposed grading.All recommendations of the geotechnical consultants) must be incorporated into the play. The report must comply withthe provisions of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manua/ (or Preparation of Geotechnica/Reports.The Manual is ava(lable at: http://dnw./acountv.govlamed/permits/dots/manual.pdf.

G4. All geologic hazards associated with this proposed development must be eliminated. Alternatively, the geologic hazardsmay be designated as restricted use areas (RUA), and their boundaries delineated on the Final Map. These RUAs mustbe approved 6y the GME~, and the subdivider must dedicate to the County the right to prohibit the erection of buildingsor other structures within the restricted use areas. For information on the RUA policy refer to policy memo GS063.0 inthe County of Las Angeles Department of Public Works Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports. The Manual isavailable at: http://dpw.lacountv.govJqmed/permits/docs/manualpdf..

S1. At the grading plan stage, submit grading plans to the GMED for verification of compliance with County Codes andpolicies.

NOTES) TO THE PLAN CHECKER/BUILDING RND SAFETY DISTRICT ENGINEER:
ON-SITE SOILS ARE CORROSIVE TO FERROUS METALS.

ti ~~'~ -'✓ G 4 Geir R. MathisenPrepared by "~ ~j ~ ~ fir,, ,y m No. 2376m;, ~ NO. GE 2849 Z ~ 
CERTIFIED~''+,

ENGINEERI_.~,~ ~ `GQ. ., ~.
So e ~j ti'~n CHN a~~~ Geology Se p cq~,~F

FOF CAU4~ 
Date 8/28/18Please complete a Customer Service urvey at htto:Ndow.lacountv.aovlgo/amedsurv~

 NOTILE: Public safety, relative to geotechnical subsuAace exploration, shall he provided in accordance with current codes for ezcavalions, inclusiveof the Los Angeles County Code, Chapter 17.48, and the State of California, Title 8, Construction Safety Orders.460E6, Sptlng Canyon,TM42 A



COUTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -GRADING
TRACT NO.048086 AMEN. TENTATIVE MAP TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018

1. Approval of this map pertaining to grading is recommended

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works,
in particular but not limited to the following items:

Comply with approved conditions for Tract Map No. 48086.

me Erik Rodriquez Date 8/27/2018 Phone (6261458-4921



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -ROAD
TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.)

Page 1!8

AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018

We have no objection to the amendment requests. The following revised conditions
supersedes ail previously approved conditions:

1. The centerline of all local streets shall be aligned without creating jogs of less
than 150 feet. A one-foot jog may be used where a street changes width from a
60-foot to a 58-foot right of way.

2. The minimum centerline radius is 350 feet on all local streets with 40 feet
between curbs and on all the streets where grades exceed 10%.

3. A minimum centerii~e curve length of 100-feet shall be maintained on all local
streets. Curves through intersections should be avoided when possible. If
unavoidable, the alignment should be adjusted so that the proposed BC and EC
of the curve through the intersection is set back a minimum of 100 feet away
from the BCR's of the intersection. Reversing curves of Iocai streets need not
exceed a radius of 1500-feet and any curve need not exceed a radius of 3,000-
feet.

4. Adjust the location of the PRC on "B" Street (also known as Pistache Way) so
that it is either at or outside the BCR of "F" Street (also known as Burkwood
Court). If unavoidable, maintain a minimum centerline radius of 400 feet.

5. The central angles of the right-of-way radius returns shall not differ by more than
10 degrees on focal streets.

6. Provide standard property line return radii of 13 feet at all local street
intersections, including intersection of local streets with General Plan Highways,
and 27 feet where all General Plan Highways intersect, or to the satisfaction of
this Department.

7. Driveways will not be permitted within 25 feet upstream of any catch basins when
street grades exceed 6 percent.

8. Dedicate right of way 32 feet from centerline on "A" Street (also known as
Lindera Avenue) from Yellowstone Lane to "H" Street (also known as Calluna
Drive), "H" Street (also known as Cailuna Drive), Stonecrest Road and
Yellowstone Lane,

9. Dedicate right of way 30 feet from centerline on "A" Street (also known as
Lindera Avenue) cul-de-sac north of "H" Street (also known as Cailuna Drive)
plus additional right of way for the cui-de-sac bulb, "B" St. (also known as



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -ROAD
TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.)

Page 218

AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018

Pistache Way), "C" Street (also known Pale Leaf Court) from "E" Street (also
known as Shenandoah Lane) to "D" Street (also known as Aster Place, "E"
Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) north of "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way), "I" Street (also known as Anise Avenue), on "J" Street (also
known as Madrona Drive) from Stonecrest Road to "i" Street (also known as
Anise Avenue), "K" Street (also known as Aralia Way), "P" Street (also known
as Canyon Osk Way) plus additional right of way for a cul-de-sac bulb, "T"
Street (loop also known as Myrtus Way and Lantana Road) plus additional right
of way for a standard knuckle" and "V" Street (also known as Sargent Lane).

10. Dedicate right of way 32 feet from centerline on Yellowstone Lane between
Stonecrest Road and the westerly tract boundary. Permission is granted to
reduce the parkway from 12 feet to 4 feet on the south side of Yellowstone Lane
adjacent to the Freeway 14 right of way (Typical Section D-D is not necessarily
approved as shown) only at locations to the satisfaction of Public Works.
Sidewalk is not required on south side of Yellowstone Lane between Stonecrest
Road and the westerly tract boundary (Typical Sections C-C and D-D).

1 1. Dedicate right of way 29 feet from centerline plus additional right of way for a
standard cul-de-sac bulb on "C" Street (also known as Pale Leaf Court) west of
"D" Street (also known as Aster Place), "D" Street (also known as Aster Place),
"E" Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) west of "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way), "F" Street (also known as Burkwood Court), "G" Street (also
known as Spire Court), "J" Street (also known as Madrona Drive) north of "I"
Street (also known as Anise Avenue) and south of Stonecrest Road, "L" Street
(also known as Lydia Terrace), "M" Street (also known as Daphne Court), "N"
Street (also known as Caffra Place), the unnamed street (also known as
Empress Way), "Q" Street (also known as Hollyleaf Court), "R" Street (also
known as Buckwheat Drive, "W" Street (also known as Privet Way), "X" Street
(also known as Pearbush Court), and "Z" Street (also known as Cassia Way).

12. Dedicate vehicular access rights on "T' Street (also known as Myrtus Avenue)
from the school lot (Lot 514). If the Department of Regional Planning requires
the construction of a wall, complete access rights shall be dedicated.

13. Permission is granted to reduce the road right of way from 32 feet to
approximately 23 feet from centerline on the easterly half of Stonecrest Road in
the vicinity under the Antelope Valley Freeway adjacent to the proposed
equestrian/wildlife trail to the satisfaction of Public Works. Sidewalks are not
required on the east side of Stonecrest Road in the vicinity under the freeway



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 318
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -ROAD
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adjacent to the proposed equestrian/wildlife trail. The proposed
equestrian/wildlife trail shall be located outside of the road right of way.

14. Prior to final map approval, the subdivider shall enter into an agreement with the
County franchised cable N operator (if an area is served) to permit the
installation of cable in a common utility trench.

15. Provide and install street name signs to occupancy of building(s).

16. All existing and new utility lines shall be underground to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works per Section 21.24.400 of Title 21 of the Los Angeles
County Code. Please contact Construction Division at (818) 458-3129. for new
location of any above ground utility structure in parkway.

17. Provide adequate landing area at a maximum 3°/a grade on all "tee" intersections
except "F" Street (also known as Burkwood Court) and "Z" Street (also known as
Cassia Way) to the satisfaction of Public Works. Permission is granted to
provide adequate landing area at a maximum grade of 4 percent on "F" Street
and "Z" Street.

18. Install postal delivery receptacles in groups to serve two or more residential
units.

19. Construct drainage improvements and offer easements needed for street
drainage or slopes.

20. Plant street trees on all streets to the satisfaction of Public Works.

21. Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, and sidewalks on all streets.
Modifications to sidewalk locations and grades along Stonecrest Road shall be
subject to approval and to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

22. Construct curb return and offsite pavement transitions at the intersection of
Stonecrest Road and 5oledad Canyon Road to the satisfaction of Public Works.

23. Offsite improvements are required. It shall be the sole responsibility of the
developer to acquire the necessary right-of-way and/or easements.

24. Provide 64 feet of offsite full street right of way or easement and construct full
street improvements (base, pavement, curb, gutter, sidewalks, street trees, and
street lights) on Yellowstone Lane including the offsite portions fronting the
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subdivision, on Yellowstone Lane future street within Tract 36943 joining
existing improvements in Tract 36943 and on Stonecrest Road joining Soledad
Canyon Road to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Modified
street cross section shall be approved by the Department of Public Works.

25. Construct roadside barriers (if needed) at locations to the satisfaction of Public
Works.

26. Design the intersection of Stonecrest Road with Soledad Canyon Road to
provide a 60mph sight distance (vertical and horizontal) from the iocai street.
Provide 650 feet of sight distance on Soledad Canyon Road from Stonecrest
Road based on its 60mph design speed. Additional right of way or airspace
easement dedication and/or grading may be required.

27. Provide intersection sight distance for a design speed of 40 mph (415- feet) on
"A" Street (also known as Lindera Avenue) from "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way) (northerly direction), from "H" Street (also known as Calluna
Drive) (southerly direction), from "O" Street (also known as Empress Way)
(southerly direction) and from "V" Street (also known as Sargent Lane) (northerly
direction); on "H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive) from "I" Street (also
known as Anise Avenue} (westerly direction); on Sto~ecrest Road from "H"
Street (also known as Cailuna Drive) (southerly direction); and on Valley Canyon
Rd. from the proposed driveways serving Lot 496 (both directions). Line of sight
shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easement to the satisfaction of
the Department of Public Works. Additional grading may be required.

28. This previously approved road condition is modified to, "Provide intersection
sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 30 mph (310 feet) on "B"
Street (also known as Pistache Way) from "Z" Street (also known as Cassia
Way) (Southerly direction), "E" Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) from
"C" Street (also known as Pale Leaf Court) (southerly direction), on "I" Street
(also known as Anise Avenue) from "N" Street (also known as Caffra
Place)(southerly direction), Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate
airspace easement to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.
Additional grading may be required."

29. Provide intersection sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 25mph
{260 feet) on "L" Street (also known as Lydia Terrace) from "M" Street (also
known as Daphne Court) (northerly direction). Line of sight shall be within right
of way or dedicate airspace easement to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works. Additional grading may be required.
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30. Provide stopping sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 30 mph
(200 feet) along "I" Street (also known as Anise Avenue) in the vicinity of lots 491
to 492. Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements
to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Additional grading may be
required.

31. Provide stopping sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 40mph
(300 feet) along "A" Street (also known as Lindera Avenue) in the vicinity of lots
186 to 190; along "H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive) in the vicinity of lots
209 to 213, Tots 416 to 418 and lot 502; along Stonecrest Road in the vicinity of
lots 401 to 403; and along Yellowstone Lane in the vicinity of lots 8 to 10 and lot
494. Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements to
the satisfaction of Public Works. Additional grading may be required.

32. In determining the adequate sight distance with respect to the position of the
vehicle at the minor road, the driver of the vehicle is presumed to be located 4
feet right of centerline and 10 feet back the top of curb (TC) or flow line (FL)
prolongation. When looking left, we consider the target to be located at the
center of the lane nearest to the parkway curb. We use 6 feet from TC as a
conservative rule. When looking right, the target is the center of the lane nearest
to the centerline or from the median TC (when present). The lines of sight
and/or airspace easements as depicted on the amendment map are not
necessarily approved.

33. Permission is granted for street grades up to 12.5% on the off-site portion of
Yellowstone Road within Tract 36943 and 11 % on "E" Street (also known as
Shenandoah Lane) only at locations to the satisfaction of Public Works.

34. Permission is granted to vacate excess right of way on Yellowstone Road.
Easement shall he provided for all utility companies that have facilities remaining
within the vacated area.

35. Provide a site plan showing driveway locations and parking lot circulation for Lot
514 (school site) to avoid queuing problems on any of the choice of access point
from either 5tonecrest Road or "H" St (also known as Caliuna Drive). and for a
more efficient drop-off/pick-up area to the satisfaction of Public Works.

36. Prepare signing and striping plans for Stonecrest Road and Soledad Canyon
Road within or abutting this subdivision to the satisfaction of Public Works.
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37. Prior to Building permit issuance, pay the fees established by the Board of
Supervisors for the Eastside (Route 126) Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District (B&T District). The fee is to be based upon the fee rate
in effect at the time of building permit issuance. The current applicable fee is
$19,440 per factored unit and is subject to change. Record a covenant (subject
to the approval of Public Works) at final map approval to encumber
parcels/property owners with provisions requiring payment of applicable B&T
District fees prior to building permit issuance.

38. If any ultimate improvements are constructed by the subdivider and accepted by
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, or if any fair share
payments for ultimate improvement work are made and are included as District
improvements in the Eastside (Route 126) Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District, then the subdivider may be issued credits which may
then be used within the Eastside District. Reimbursements will only be made on
improvements constructed by the subdivider that are included as District
improvements and are deemed ultimate improvements (as opposed to interim
improvements).

39. Prior to issuance of building permits) for Lot 514 (school site), the developer
shall coordinate with and notify the Sulphur Springs School District (SSSD) that
the preliminary school site plan, traffic circulation plan, the informational packets
or brochures, and the student drop-off/pick-up procedures shall be prepared and
submitted to our Traffic and Lighting Division for review and approval. We
recommend a mechanism for enforcement and levying of non-compliance
penalties be included in the plan. The SSSD shall prepare informational packets
containing the approved student drop-off/pick-up procedures and provide them
to the parents/guardians of the students.

40. Comply with the attached May 15, 2012 memorandum from our Traffic and
Lighting Division to the satisfaction of Public Works. As indicated in the attached
letter, detailed signing and striping and traffic signal plans for the required
improvements on Soledad Canyon Road at Stonecrest Road shall be submitted
to Public Works for review and approval prior to final map recordation and
installed prior to issuance of Building Permit of the first residential unit.

41. Construct additional pavement and transitions on Soledad Canyon Road to
accommodate the requirements from Traffic and Lighting Division May 15, 2012
memorandum.

42. The project shall submit to Public Works a copy of a letter of intent to Caltrans,
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outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic mitigations with the
jurisdiction of Caltrans prior to Final Map recordation. The project shall enter into
an agreement with Caltrans prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy of first
residential unit.

43. The project shall submit to Public Works a copy of a letter of intent to City of
Santa Clarita, outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic mitigations
required per the March 27, 2003 memorandum from Watershed Management
Division along the south approach improvements at Sand Canyon and Soledad
Canyon within the jurisdiction of City of Santa Clarita prior to Finai Map
recordation. The project shall enter into an Agreement with City of Santa Clarita
prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy of first residential unit.

44. The project shall analyze the need for horizontal alignment signs as well as
speed advisory signs along the Soledad Canyon Road from SR-14 to Agua
Dulce Canyon Road. The project shall submit the findings and any
recommendations resulting from this analysis to Public Works for review and
approval prior to Final Map recordation. Detailed striping and signal plans for
these improvements shall be prepared and submitted to Public Works for review
and approval prior to issuance of Building Permit of first residential unit and
improvements completed prior to issuance of Certrf'icate of Occupancy of first
residential unit.

45. Comply with the attached March 27, 2003 memorandum from Watershed
Management Division except for the following conditions which are not
applicable and eliminated:

■ _
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46. Comply with the attached September 4, 2018 street lighting requirements or as
otherwise modified by Public Works.

47. Permission is granted to record 20-acre parcel map prior to recordation of tract
map providing private and future right f ways are offered and slope easements
are dedicated on all streets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works.

~G Prepared by Patricia Constanza Phone (6261458-4921 Date 09-05-2018tr4BO86ra-0



May 15, 2012

TO: Anthony Nyivih
Land Development Division

Attention Steve Burge/r

FROM: Dean R. Lehman d-'"~
Traffic and Lighting Division

SPRING CANYON PROJECT
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (APRIL 6, 2011)
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48086

We reviewed the Technical Memorandum dated April 6, 2011, (copy attached)
regarding conditions of approval for the proposed Spring Canyon Project located
on Spring Canyon Road north of Soled~~d Canyon Road in the unincorporated
Pinetree area.

We generally agree with the Technical Memorandum that the proposed roadv~ay
improvements are acceptable in satisfaction of the mitigation measures and tract
map conditions of approval listed below (copy of Mitigation Monitoring Program dated
July 8, 2003, and Tentative Tract Map No. 48086 revised contlitionS dated March 7, 2000,
are attached). The project shall 6e sule(y responsible for implementing the improvements
prior to issuance of any huliding permits, unless the project submits an alternative tragic
control plan acceptable to Public Works. Detailed stripinglsigning and tragic signal plans
for the improvements shall 6e submitted to Public Works for review and approval.

Soledad Canyon Road at Spring Canyon Road

Mitigation measure (July 8, 2003):

"The project applicant proposes to install a new traffic signal and widen the
intersection to provide an zastbound left turn lane and through lane and
a westbound right-turn lane and through lane. The extent of wldening will provide
for sight distance along Soledad Canyon Road fora 60 mph design speed."

Tentative Tract Map Condition (March 7, 2D00):

"Design the intersection of Spring Canyon Road with Soledad Canyon Road
to provide a 60 mph sight distance (vertical and horizontal} from the Iocal street.
Provide 65D feet of sight distance on Soledad Canyon Road from Spring Canyon
Road used on its 6Q mph design speed. Additional right of way or airspace
easement dedication and(or grading may be required."
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Proposed improvement to satisfy mitigation measure and tentative tract map
condition:

The project shall modify the Intersection to provide one left-turn lane and one free
right-turn lane on the north approach, one shared through/right-turn lake on theeast
approach, and one left-turn lane and one through lane on the west approach.
The eastbound left turn shall operate as a fully protected left-turn phase.

The project shall install a new traffic signal with advanced warning signs and
flashing beacons in accordance with the concept plan included in Exhibit A.
The flashing beacons shall operate continuously 24 hours a day and 7 days a week.

Soledad Canvon Road —State Route lSRI T4 to Sprinq Canvon Road

Mitigation measure (July 8, 203):

"In order to fully mitigate the project traffic impacts on this roadway segment,
Soledad Canyon Road shall be widened to accommodate a total of three lanes.
A three-lane section of roadway should include one Zane in each direction plus
a center passing lane that could serve both westbound (In the a.m.) and easthound
(in the p.m.J tragic."

Proposed improvement to satisfy mitigation measure:

The project shall provide one free right-tum lane on the north approach at the
intersection of Soledad Canyon Road at Spring Canyon Road in accordance vrith
the concept plan included in Exhibit A.

In addition, the project shall analyze the need for horizontal alignment signs as well
as speed advisory signs along Soledad Canyon Road from SR-14 to Agua Dulce
Canyon Road. The project shall submit the findings and any recommendations resulting
from this analysis to Public Works for review and approval. The project shall be solely
responsible for implementing the improvements recommended by this analysis prior
to final map recordatlo~. Detailed striping and signing plans for any recommended
improvements shall 6e submitted to Public Works for review and approval.

If you have any further questions regarding the review of this document, please contact
Gerald Ley of the Tragic Studies Section at E~rtension 4822.

~MS:ch
P Sppuht4vPFlLESilEfiSTWCnricay!EIRITR deo¢5 ~ Rxeisad Cnnci+ion;,dccm
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIG Si'ORKS

900 SOVIit FAEA{@7[AVF270i
AISIA6IDR.~ G1L'FOP.NtA 91!0).1331'

idepomc (SL7dS8310n
www.ladpm.vrH ADDRESS AtL COARFSeOT~LN~iII:

P.Q.BOX 3464
N%AhfOAA. CALiFORTQA 9IHVl.14W

IN flEPLY PIEnEE 
WM-4R4'ERTO FILE

TO: Daryl Koutnik
Department of Reg

FROM: Rod Kuhomoto a.,w~-~
Watershed Management Division

RESPONSE TO A SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SPRING CANYON PROJECT CVesti~ Tentat%ve lruat No. ~So86)
UNINCORPORATED COUNTY OF
LOS ANGELES AREA OF SPRING CANYON

Thank you far the opportunity to provide comments on fhe Environmental Impact Report
for the Spring Canyon Project. The project consists of the subdivision of a currently
vacanE site into 542 single-family residential lots, one fire station lot, two private park
sites, and one lot far future elementary school use. The project site is located
immediafely north of the Antelope Valley Freeway (Highway 14) and Soledad Canyon
Road within the unincorporated County of Los Angeles area of Spring Canyon. We
have reviewed the submittal and offer the following comments:

Traffic and Lighting

The project, upon its anticipated completion in 2005, is estimated tb generate
approximately 6,056 daily vehicle trips, with 626 vehicle trips, and 547 vehicle trips
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.

The Significance Criteria Section on Page 20 for the County of Los Angeles is incorrect
and shall be corrected as follows:
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According to the CounEy of Los Angeles' Traffic/Access Guidelines for inEersections, asignificant projecf-relafed Traffic impact is determined hased on the following:

Pre-Project VIC LOS Project Related Increase in V/C

0:71 to 0.80 C 0.04 or more
0.81 to 0.90 D 0.02 or more
0.91 or mare E/F 0.01 or more

following intersections and roadways an
the projects impacts to a level 'of less
responsible forthese improvements.

ect traffic alone will significantly impact tha
the following improvements will fully mitigate

than sign cant. The project shall be solely

Sorinct Ganvon Road/Saledad Canyon Road

This is the project's main entrance. The intersection shall be modified to provide oneshared left-right-fum lane and one exclusive right-turn lane on The north approach.On the east approach, provide sufficient pavement on Soledad Canyon Road for onethrough lane and one shared fhroUgh/rfghf-turn lane (instead of one Through lane andone right-turn lane recommended in the Supplemert4ai Environmental Impact Report),and on the west approach, aleis-turn lane and one through lane.

Pay the entire cost for the installation of the fraffiic signals. Traffic signals shall only beinstalled when actual traffic conditions warrant the signals.

Install a crosswalk on the east side of ifie intersection rather than on the west side toavoid heavy dual-lane right-turn vehicle movements in conflict with pedestrianmovements.

Detailed striping and. signal plans for these improvements shall 6e prepared andsubmitted to Public Works for reviev✓and approval.

Spring Canyon Road

A minimum vehicle lane width of 18 feet should be provided from north of theState Route 14 (SR-14) overpass columns to Valley Canyon Road for disabled vehiclerefuge.
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Any grade change in pedestrian sidewalk. must comply with the Americans with
Disabilifiss Act.

Seventeen feet of vertical clearance should be provided at the SR-14 overpass and
Spring Canyon Road.

Detailed striping, signage, and signal plans for these improvements shall be prepared
and submitted to Public Works and fo the State of Cai'hornia Department of

_ ____ ,___Trensportation_{CaltransZfnrreview_andagproval.,___ __ ,~. ,___ ___.,__ __._.._

Soledad Canyon Road

Widen Spring Canyon Road from SR-14 eastbound ramps fo Spring Canyon Road to
provide a total of three lanes. A three-lane section of roadway shall include one lane in
each direction in addition to a center passing lane in. the upgrade portion of the roadway
that could serve hoth wesf6ound and easthound traffic.

Detailed road construction, striping and signage plans shall ba prepared and submitted
to Public Works far review and approval.

Since this project is within the Eastside Bridge and Majorl'horoughfare Construction
Fee District, the cost of this Improvement will be given as a credit toward the projects
Bridge and Major Thoroughfare District fee.

SR-1~ Southbound RampslSoledad Canyon Road

Pay the entire cost for the installation of the franc signal. Traffic signals sfiail only be
installed when actual traffic conditions warrant the signals. Since the signalization of
the intersections is included in the Eastside Bridge and fviajor ,Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District, the project sfiaii he given the credit against the District fees.

The cumulative traffic of the project and related projects in the study will significantly
impact the fallowing intersections. The project shall pay its fair share of the cost for the
following improvements needed to fully mitigate its cumulative traffic impacts to a level
of insigniflcance.
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SR-14 Northbound RampslSoledad Canvon Road

Restripe the south approach of Phis intersection to provide for two through lanes.
The two through lanes vrill be carried north of the intersection under the SR-14 Freeway
bridge to join two westbound lanes which currenfly exist.

The project is wifhin the Eastside Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction Fee
District. The project shall pay its flair share of the DisErict fees.

'=—=='Ttte=prtij~~E'VWill~o~have—anyimpa6f~to'a Congestion -ManagernenfYrogram route,
infersections, or freeways.

The following intersections impacted by the project traffic alone are within tfie City of
Santa Clarita's jurisdiction. Therefore, the C'rty's approval Is needed to implement these
mitigation measures:

Sand Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road

Pay project's fair share of the cost to improve the south approach of the intersection for
the ultimate improvements that will provide dual left-turn lanes, i~No through lanes,.
two right-turn lanes, and modification of trafficsig~als.

SR-14 Southbound Ramps North of Sand Canyon RoadlSoledad Canyon Road

Pay project's fa(r share of the cost to improve the east approach of the intzrsection for
the ultimate improvements tfiat will provide dual left-turn lanes, three through lanes,
and modification of traffic signals.

A freeway Traffic impact analysis has been conducted and determined that no
projecE-related significant traffic impact will occur to the mainline freeways. Inasmuch
as Calirans has the jurisdiction over the freeway system, Caltrans shall review this
document for any CEQA traffic impacts and rnitigafion measures proposed as
necessary.

If you have any questions, please contact James Chon of our Traffic Studies Section
at (626)300-4721.
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Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance

We have reviewed the subject document and have no comments.

(f you have any questions, please contact Kyle Kornelis at (626) 300-3322.

Watershed Managemenf

The proposad project should incfuda investigation of watershed management
op~ortufiitiesfo-maximize -cap ure o "loeal' ~ainfa(1-o' ri the project -life, ~immafa
incremental increases in flows to the storm drain system, and provide filtering of flows to
capture contaminants originating from the project site.

If you have any questions regarding the above comments or the environmental review
process of Public Works, please contact Massie Munroe at the above address or at

~~ (626) 458-4359.
a
k ~}MM:kk

A:IEIRZ]1.00C

bc: Traffic and Lighting
Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance

+„ ,,, Watershed Management (LafrertyJ
~.i
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JAMES A. NOYES, Oirtcl~r

October 30, 2002

COUNTY OT LOS ANGELES

DEPARTi«1VT OF PUBLIC R'OAKS

90a W VfH FREh[OM AYTL:
AL4A`AORA, CALIFOPiV1.4 9190]-Il)1

Telq.6oa: (aze~ ua-s iw
www.ladpw.org

TO: James E. Hartl
Planning Director

_-.-_ -_--_.-.Departrraentof-Regional=Planning-- --__

Attention Daryl Koutnik

FROM: James A. Noyes
Director of Puhlic Works

SHADOW PINES PROJECT

TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY (JULY 30, 2002)

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.48086

A3~AESSALL CLWYESP~N~EN(.ETa:
PA. BOX li6U

A1N.tMBM ~1J3F'ON1~A 91803~1~60

IN FEPLY PLEASE
ft~E4T4 FRE T-~

W e have reviewed the above-mentioned document su bmitted bythe Project traffic consultant

and agree with the analysis and conclusions in the study.

The Projectis generally located north of Soledad Canyon Road atSpring Canyon Road in the

unincorporated County of Los Angeles area. The Protect consists of the development of

542 single-family residen6ai lots, three open space loss, a fire station lot, a sheriff's substatio n

lot, and iwo park site lots. Contiguous to, but not a part of, the Project is a nine-acre

elementary school site for a maximum studerrt capacity of 75D students.

The Project upon iEs anticipated oornpletion year in 2005 is estimated to generate

approximately 6,056 dailyvehicle trips with 626 vehicle trips and 547 vehicietrips during the

a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.

We agree with the study chat the Projecttraffic alone will significantly impact the following

intersections and roadways and the following improvements ~vili fully miiigate the Project's

impacts to a level insign~cance. The Project shall be solely responsible for these

improvements.

F►LE COPY
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Sorinq Canvon P.oad/Soledad Canvon P.oad

This is the ProjecPs main entrance. The intersection shall be modified fo provid
e one

shared left-/right-turn lane and one exclusive right-turn lane to the north approac
h.

On the east approach, provide sufficient pavementon Soledad Canyon Roadforone

through Iane and one sfiared through(right-turn lane, and on the west app
roach,

a left-furn lane and one through lane.

'_`- - " -̀Peythe-entire-wstforthe~instaliationofthetrafficsignals-Trafficsignafsshallon
lybe ---- - -

installedwhen actual traffic conditions warrant the signals.

Install a crosswalk on the east side ofthe intersection rafherthan on the west 
side to

avoid heavy dual-lane right-turn vehicle movements in confifct with pedestrian

movements.

❑etailed striping and signal plans for these improvements shall be prepared and

submitted to Public Works for review and approval.

Sorina Ganvon Road

A minimum vehicle vtidth of 18 feet should 6e provided from norih of 
the SR-1A

overpass columns to Valley Canyon Road for disabled vehicle refuge.

Any grade change in pedestrian sidewalk must comply with the America
ns with

Disabilities Act.

Seventeen feet ofvertical clearance should be provided at the SR-14 ov
erpass and

Spring Canyon Road.

Detailed striping, signage, and signal plans forthese improvements shall b
e prepared

and submitted to Public Works and to the State of California Depart
ment of

Transportation for review and approval.

Soledad Ganvon Road

W iden Spring Canyon Road from SR 14 eastbound ramps to Spring 
Canyon Road to

provide atotal ofthreelanes. Athree-lane section of roadway shall inc
lude one lane

in each direction plus a centerpassing lane in the upgrade portion of the 
roadwaythaf

could serve both westbound and eastbound.
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D eta filed striping and signage plans shall be prepared and submitted to Public Works
for review and approval.

The cumulative trafficoffhe Projectand related Projects in the studywill signincantiy impact
the follov✓ing intersecEions. The Project sHali psy its fairshare ofthe costfor the following
improvements needed tofully mitigate its cumulative traffic impacts to a level insignificance:

Soledad Canyon RoadlSR-14 Eastbound Ramos

Restripe the south approach of this intersection to provide for two through lanes.
The twothrough lanaswill be carried north of the intersection underthe SR-14 Freeway
bridge to join two northbound lanes which currently exist.

The Project is within the Eastside Bridge and MajorThoroughfare Construction Fee District.
The Project shall pay fits fair share of the District fees.

The Project wifi not have any impacE to a Congestion Management Program route,
intersections, or freeways.

The following intersections impacted 6y the Project traffic alone are within the City of
Santa Clarita'sjurisdiction andthusCity'sapproval is needed to implementthese mitigation
measures:

Soledad Canvon Road/Sand Capon Road

Pay Projects fairshare of the cost to improve the south approach of the intersectlon
for the ultimate Irnprovemenfs thatwiil provide dual left-turn lanes, two through lanes,
two right-tum lanes, and modification of traffic signals.

Soledad Canvon Road/SR-14 Westbound Ramps East of Sand Canvon Road

Pay ProjecPs fair share ofthe cost to improve the east app roach ofthe intersection far
the ultimate improvemenfsihatwili provide dual left-turn lanes and three through lanes
and modification of tragic signals.
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liyou have any questions, please contact James Chon of ourTraffic and Lighting Division
at (626}300-4721.

~~ JHC:c~
Ti1TLN31WPFILE5IFILE5ISMH'.L15PgWG CANYOtiSHAGOW?INE502

cc: Land Design Consultants, Inc. (Christy Cuba)

bc:. Ronald .l,_Ornee _ . _ _ _..
T. M. Alexander
Land Development (Hunter, Ruiz, Willer)
Watershed Management (David)



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
TRAFFIC AND LIGHTING DIVISION

SUBDIVISION, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) 8 R3 REVIEW
STREET LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS

Date: 9/04/18

T0: Jose Suarez
Project Entitlement ~ CEQA Section
Land Development Division

Attention Phoenix Khoury

FROM: Inez Yeung
Street L(ghting Section
Tragic and Lighting Division

Prepared by Emmanuel Okolo

STREET LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS
RPPL2018004065 TR 48066.4

Provide streetlights on concrete pales with underground wiring on all streets and highways within and around TR 48086-
4 to the satisfaction of Department of Pubifc Works or as modified 6y Department of Public Works. The streetlights shall
6e designed as a County owned and maintained (LS-3) system. Submit street lighting plans along with existing
and/or proposed underground utilities plans to Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for
processing and approval.

Provide a streetlight on a concrete pole with underground wiring along the property frontage on to the
satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modified 6y Department of Public Works. Submit street lighting
plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities plans to Traffic and Lighting Division, Street
Lighting Section, for processing and approval.

Provide streetlights on concrete poles with underground wiring on non-gated private or public future streets along the
property frontage on to the satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modified by Department of
Public Works. Submit street lighting plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities pans to
Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and approval.

Provide streetlights on concrete poles with underground wiring on gated private future streets} along the property
frontage on with fixtures acceptable to Southern California Edison and to the satisfaction of
Department of Public Works or as modified 6y Department of Public Works. The operation and maintenance of the street
lights shall remain the responsibility of the ownerldeveloper/Home Owners Association until such time as the streets)
are accepted for maintenance 6y the County. Assessments will be imposed on portions of the development served by
gated private and future sVeets (if any} as a result of benefits derived from existing or Future streetlights on adjacent
public roadways. Submit street lighting plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities plans to
Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and approval.

Provide street Ifghting plans to upgrade the existing streetlights from High Pressure Sodium Vapor to lED along the
property frontage on to the satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modifed by Department of
Public Works. Submit street lighting plans along with existing andtar proposed underground utilitas plans to
reffic andn Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and paproval.

New streetlights are not required.



ANNEX,4TION AND ASSESSMENT BALLOTING REQUIREMENTS:

The proposed project or portions of the proposed project are not within an exisii~g lighting district. Annexation to
street lighting district is required. Street lighting plans cannot be approved prior to completion of annexation
process. See Conditions of Annexations below.

Upon CUP approval (CUP only), the applicant shall comply with conditions of acceptance listed below in order for
the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the streetlights. It is the sole responsibility
of the owner/developer of the project to have ail street lighting plans approved prior to the issuance of building
permits. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the owner(developer of the
project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans prior to the issuance of a certificate of
occupancy.

Upon issuance of an Agreement to Improve (R3 only), the applicant shall comply with conditions of acceptance
listed below in order for the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the streetlights. It is
the sole responsibility of the owner/developer of the project to have all street lighting plays approved prior to the
issuance of building permits. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the
owner(developer of the project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans prior to the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy.

~~ Upon tentative map/Parcel maP aPProval (subdivision onlY), the applicant shall comply with conditions of
~~J// acceptance listed below in order for the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the

streetlights. It is the sole responsibility of the ownerldeveloper of the project to have all street lighting plans
approved prior to the map recordation. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of
the ownerldeveloper of the project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans. If phasing of the
project is approved, the required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the
owner/developer of the project and will be made a condition of approval to be in place for each phase.

CONDITIONS OF ACCEPTANCE FOR STREET LIGHT TRANSFER OF 81LLING:

All required streetlights in the project must be constructed according to Public Works approved plans. The
contractor shall submit one complete set of "as-builP' plans. The lighting district can assume the responsibility for
the operation and maintenance of the streetlights by July 1st of any given year, provided alb required streetlights in
the project have been constructed per Public Works approved street lighting plan and energized and the
owner/developer has requested a transfer of billing at (east by January 1st of the previous year. The transfer of
billing could be delayed one or more years 'rf the above conditions are not met. The lighting district cannot pay for
the operation and maintenance of streetlights located within gated cammu~ities.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1!1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -SEWER
TRACT NO. 48086-4 (Amend.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1. The subdivider shall install and dedicate main line sewers, pump stations and
serve each building/lot with separate house lateral to the satisfaction of Public
Works or have approved and bonded sewer plans.

2. A sewer area study for the proposed subdivision (PC11877AS, dated
10117/2017) and outlet approval from the City of Santa Clarita (PC11961AS,
dated 4/30!2018) was reviewed and approved with mitigation. The sewer area
study shall be invalidated should there be an increase in the total number of
dwelling units, an increase in the density, dwelling units occur on previously
identified building restricted lots, a change in the proposed sewer alignment, an
increase in the tributary sewershed, a change in the sewer connection points, or
the adoption of a land use plan or a revision to the current plan. A revision to the
approved sewer area study may be allowed at the discretion of the Director of
Public Works. The approved sewer area study shall remain valid for two years
from the date of sewer area study approval. After this period of time, an update
of the area study shall be submitted by the applicant if determined to be
warranted by Public Works.

3. See the attached will serve letter agreement from the Newhall County Water
District dated October 12, 2018.

4. See the attached Outlet Approval requirement with the sewer mitigation
agreement from the City of Santa Clarita dated April 30, 2018.

5. See the attached City of Santa Clarita requirement and approval for Final Map
Recordation dated August 2, 2018.

6. The subidvider shall install off-site sewer mainline to serve this subdivision to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

7. The subdivider shall provide any necessary off-site easements to construct the
off-site sewer improvements to the satisfaction of Public Works. It shall 6e the
sole responsibility of the subdivider to acquire the necessary easements/or right
of way.

Pre d by Nikko Paiarillaga Phone_(626) 458-3137 Date 08-23-2018
TR48086-45A-NEW
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SANTA CLARITA
23920 Valencia Boulevard • Soi[e 300 • SanCa Clari~a, Cnlifomia 91353-2196

Phonc: (661) 259-2469 • F1LE: (661) 2598125
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August 2, 201 S

Mr. Diego G. Rivera, PE
County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
900 S. Fremont Ave.
Alhambra, CA 91803

Dear Mr. Rivera

Subject: TR 48086 -Spring Canyon Development, City Approval for Final Map Recordation
City Record Number: SS18-00009

This letter is intended to notify the County of Los Angeles (County) that the City of Santa Clarita
(City) is granting approval for the recordation of Final Maps for the proposed Spring Canyon
Development project (Tract 4808 .

Our recent discussions with representatives for the Spring Canyon Recovery Acquisition, LLC
(Developer) have indicated that the Developer will obtain the required bonds on behalf oFthe
Santa Clarity Valley Water Agency for the Shadow Pines Sewer Lift Station improvements prior
to the County Boazd of Supervisors' hearing date of September 25, 2018.

Based upon these commitments by the Developer, the City grants approval to allow for the
project Final Maps to be recorded by the County. Please contact me at (661) 255-4968 or at
spickett@santa-ciaritacom if you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerel , ~--

. Shannon L. Pick tt, PE, LS
Interim Assistant City Engineer

SLP:dIy
sww~meR+eeart+~7~u~r+rasaooei-sr~~e c~r~ssieu000a~cny~mR s~~an~.o..i o~~xoic aoa

cc: Robert Newman, Director of Public Works
Mike Hennawy, City Engineer
Ronil Santa Ana, Assistant Engineer

:; ~~ ~=
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There were two different design criteria used to analyze the sewer system, the LACDPW
criteria and the City of Santa Clarita/NCWO criteria. Each sewer reach was analyzed with the
appropriate design criteria based on the ownership of the pipe, i.e. City pipes were analyzed
using City design guidelines and LACDPW pipes were analyzed using IACDPW guidelines.
Below is a brief description of each agencies design criteria.

The !os Angeles County Department of Pu61ic Works design criteria as stated in; Policies for
Managing Available Sewer Capacity and Sewage Discharge in Excess of Design Capacity,
identifies maximum sewer capacities. The Los Angeles County design criteria identifies that
alI sewer pipes 15-inches and smaller are considered full (700 percent) when the ratio of the
depth of flow (d) over the pipe diameter (D) is equal to 0.5, expressed as d/D = 0.5. For
those pipes that exceed this capacity (101 percent to 150 percent), no flow measurements or
mitigation is required unless maintenance records warrant these actions. If the capacity
exceeds 150 percent flow measurements are required. Sewer pipes 15-inches and greater
are considered fu11(100 percent) when the ratio of the depth of flow (d) over the pipe
diameter (D) is equal to 0.75. It should be noted that the County is in the process of refining
the maximum capacity criteria for sewer pipes 15-inches and greater, therefore this report
identifies al/ pipes 15-inches and greater with a d!D equal to or greater than 0.75. Upon final
review, some of these pipes may not require mitigation or flow monitoring.

The City of Santa Clarita and NCWD design criteria state that pipes that are 15-inches and
smaller must not exceed 50 percent full, while pipes 15-inches and greater may flow 75
percent full.

VII. PROPOSED MITIGATION

Based on the existing sewer capacity analysis, it was found that under each scenario portions
of the existing sewer system exceed the maximum capacity currently allowed and require
mitigation. It was agreed upon by the City, that any existing sewer pipe that exceeds its
allowable capacity due to the addition of Spring Canyon flows, shall be up-sized to
accommodate the ultimate flow. Any pipe that exceeds capacity based upon future
developments (beyond Spring Canyon), shall be the responsibility of the future development
project to improve. A Sewer Mitigation Agreement was recorded between the developer and
the City agreeing to the proposed off-site sewer mitigation (See Appendix J). Pipelines that
require mitigation have been identified in Appendix D, as well as Table 3 below. Please also
see Exhibit 5, which identifies the pipelines that require mitigation.

Table 3 —Deficient Pipe Summary
Minimum

Ultimate Segment Existing Pipe Prapertles Required Pipe
Street Name

Number
Flow - Properties

Size Slope Length
d/D (%)

Diameter d/D(cfs)
MH # MH q (ink (%j (ft) (in) (%)

Se uoia Road 11184 2.551 207 52 8 6.20 347 52.3% 12 31.9

Sequoia Road 11184 2.588 51 SO 8 2.00 273 783% 15 31.4
Sequoia Road 11184 2.606 50 49 8 2.12 239 77.13'0 15 31
Se uoia Road 11184 2.629 A9 48 8 2.72 311 70.4% 15 29.3

Sequoia Road 11154 2.705 48 47 8 6.32 141 55.1%. 12 32.6

lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 267 266 18 0,52 328 75.6% 21 47.1

SEWER AREA STUDY
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Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 266 Z65 18 0.52 302 75.6% 21 47.1

Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 265 264 18 O.SZ 303 75.6% 21 47.1

Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.076 264 2fi3 18 0.52 302 75.9% 21 471

lost Canyon Road 9768R 14.010 142 141 18 OZO 157 140.0% 30 .53.3

Lost Can on Road 9768R 14.010 141 140 18 0.20 114 100.0% 30 533

Lost Can on Road 9768R 14.010 140 134 1S 0.20 19 100.Oh 30 533

Lost Canyon Road 9768R 14.010 139 138 18 0.20 350 100.0% 30 53.3
Note: Deficient pipes identified for Scenario 1 only. Please also note that ultimate flows account(or additional requirements
set forth by the City of Santa Clarita as well as planned upgrades by the NCW D. See Appendix H for details.

VIII. SHADOW PINES SEWER LIFT STATION

The Shadow Pines Sewer Lift Station (SPSLS) is currently owned and operated by the
Newhall County Water District (NCWD). NCWD has been in discussions with the City of
Santa Clarita and the County to transition ownership of the lift station and force main to the
City, and operation of the facility to the County. Per review by the County, the lift station does
not meet the County's current design standards. The City and the County have requested
that the Iift station 6e upgraded to the current County design standards, prior to the lift station
being transferred. The County provided a comment letter to NCWO identifying the elements
of the lift station that do not meet current County design criteria. NCW~ and the developer
are currently reviewing the feasibility of implementing these improvements as a part of the
Spring Canyon project. Upgrades to SPSIS will be required in order to accommodate the
development. The extent of the upgrades will ultimately be determined by the owner of the
lift station.

IX. CONCLUSION

Based on the findings of this report, a majority of the existing downstream sewer system has
adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed Spring Canyon development. However,
some of the existing sewer lines may exceed maximum allowable capacity as future
developments are constructed, and may require mitigation.

Table 3 contains deficient pipelines identified using Scenario 1 flows. These pipes have been
analyzed under an ultimate flow condition to determine the minimum required pipe diameter.
The ultimate flow condition accounts for flows identified in Scenario 3, with additional flows
added as a request by the City of Santa Clarita as well as future upgrades planned by the
Newhall County Water District. Please see Appendix H for a detailed description of the
ultimate flow used to determine the proposed diameters, as well as the capacity calculations
for the mitigated pipes. It should 6e noted that the mitigated pipes were examined with the
same slope and length as the existing pipes.

Flow tests maybe required to determine actual flow conditions, and will require cooperation
and coordination between the City of Santa Clarita, Newhall County Water District, and the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. Flow test locations will be selected based
on this analysis and discussions with the above-mentioned agencies.

SEWER AREA STUDY
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T6i~ ~~`~I2 _~3~"I7G ~i7I~1~ ~GRE£'1iE1T ~~~ ̀~ min€'~ is u~d~ end za~i~c~i
aa~ a ~~'~actiu~ ~ afl D~c.Er~f3~- V 8 . ?~1=Via; ~ ~et~~+~zn vie Cif of Santa C~~ita, ~
m re~ ~^ -~r~T3~+n,1~~~~~ ~z _3~~~) ~'a~~nca~ Bnas7~s-azz~, ~uit~ a~3~. ~au~ CiariTa, C~it"arni~
X33 ~~? ' i 9t~, ~~l~r ̀ ~i~-~'~ a~rl ,~ ~~~r La Ian J~iE, ~ 1.C. a Delaarara limi~zd li~~ilat~•
rfl~~ara}- I z~d a~ ' rb'_~' C~alv~~a~ }tt~ad. Sua1~'~~_ Ca~a~asas. CA ~Jl ~ {?_ {"SCL")=

PI~Fl.i3i1~ ~itl` 3'T~'1'E3IElV'7'8

~. 5~L is e~~+ao~~ in a reai~eniial ~et~la~g~ment ~rojzct It~cated in the Couniv oi~Las
~~~eles (t~e'~eunic"2 adja~en? tt~ the Cit} o~ ~a~na C3arita, i na~~~ as Sprint/ Canyo~~ Tentat6z~e
Traci X10. •$SASS {ihe ̀'Springy Caisson Dc~elopnieni°'). the ]enal e~~scription fir ~~hid3 is ariached
hereto as E~6ihit 'u1" ~nda~ac~r;rtara~~~ htre~n by reterzuce {t~z ̀'Propzrty' ).

B. 77a~ Ceti+ and SCI. ~cl:nu~+•let3ae that additional development adjacent to the City
creates seti~er capaeits° issues that co3ivibute io [lie nte~ for a se~~•er improvement project; and as
a condition to the City°s approia] o~~tl~e seiw~er aria s4~dti°. as set forth in a report dated June 2~},
2011 pregaz~i b}• R13F Consulling, {il~e "Off-Site 5e~cer :area Studv for the Springy Canyron
Derelopment'), the City°desires that the Cif° and JCL enter into this r~~=regiment.

C. Tlie Cily ]}as rcyuest~d, and SCL has a~reeri, that, subject to the provisions of this
Agreement, 5CL ti~-ill construct zhe approtiitnately 3,136 lineal Feet of sewer line upgrade
improvements described in "Table 3 —Deficient Pipz Summary" of the Off-Site Sewer ~'lrea
Sludv for the Spring Can}un De~~elopmeni. chiefly consisting of the upsizing of five existing 8-
inc1~ diameter setiver segments (1,~ 1 I Ll'} to the required l3-inch and 15-inch diameter gravity
se4ver line in Sequoia Raad ~ietV:een ~IammotU Lane and ille northeast intersection with
Yellowstone Lane; and tl~e upsizin~ of four existing 1$-inch diameter sewer segments (1,235 LP)
to die required 21-inch diameter er~t~ity setiver lice in Lost Canyon Road beginning at Oak
Spring Road and heading westerly; and die upsizinv of four existing 1$-inch diameter sever
segments (b~4Q LF) to the required 30-inch diameter gravity sever line in Lost Canyon Road
beginning at Sand Canyon Road and heading wester)}~ (the "ProjecP'~. Attached hereto as
Exhibit "6'° and incorporated herein is a conceptual schematic of tl~e Project.

NOW THCIZ~PORG. the Parties agree as f'ollotivs:

1. Prerequisites to Recordation of Final Tract Map. Prior to the recordation
hereafter on behalf of SCL of the first final tract map periaining to any portion of the Spring
Canyon Development for which a connection will be made to the existing sewer line in
Yellowstone Lane (the ̀'First Recordation"), SCL shall (a} obtain the City's appxovat of the
Project, including the design of the Project, which approval shall not be withheld unreasonably,
and (b) provide to the City documentation, reasonably satisfactory to the City, of a performance



bares ~am~~ an 1~~ ~~j~~t ~ an,amovna ~ga~al s~ one 3~ ~a~ Pert~~t {I a~ of t~ Iasi

sCsa~ ze ~ a~z3 3~ er_ td~~ ̀ '~as3 ~ii~ate~ i~ iba a~sra ie amo~mi tai be
~~aa~i ~as~d ~+n a~ s~m~t ~~a~ 3r~1 L~,- F ~ansu~vng as r~f~r~nc~3 a~ati~ in

Itz:sil~ ̀ ~," b_r• a ~~sl ~d ~~a~t~~z c~~ it m~a9e i~~«° SQL grid a~prfl~'ec~ b}~ Lie Ciiy prit~r to the Firs

3_ C~an~]~lien of Ps~*~cr~ SCL rnvst rnm~ale#~ the P'r~jetf prior la the Los Angeles

{~outaia D~~a;tm~a a~~'~i~lic'~~'ork~ z~rta~~•in~ the sompleut~n o9 the 1'~71o~~stonz lift Stziion
~d ~h~ lih ~tiot~ Sinn piac~d into ser+ifie,

~. r1lt~ma3~ ?~li~iAatiora. ]~; ai asa~~ lime prior to SCL`s com~nencemeai of the actua9
consir~x~ian of ih~ ~'rnjc~-i a; ene-isionez~ alaar e, ~1~ Cita~ ~pprol~es a different seller area study

Y13at n~aY af~,:ci tli~ rfls~ii~a~ a~sz~.aue faom the S~rin~ Canr`on L}e~°zlopment SCL ma~T submit

for i]~e City 's consideration a prt~pa~ai for an allern~ti~e to the Project to mitigate the issues
rLfemnced abovve in Recital "$. ' In the e~ ent of such suUmission. the Cih- agrees in evaluate

sach altcrnaiite in e~od fait~i.

~. Coaperafion_ Rein~burse~nents. Ljpc~n execution of this Agreement, 5CL and the

Citl shall canfirni to tl~e Cauat}= that SCL l~s sausfizd the Cit}'s sa~~er mitination mquirements

related to tl~e Project. in addition. tl~z Cite agrzes that SCL's full performanec in accordance

~+~it1i this Agreement shall saTisfi= all obligatir~ns To the Cit}- ralatzd to impacts of tl~e Spring

Canyan Deti~elopmeat upan. and connection to. the setieer sen+ice ~a~iihin the Cite. This

Agreement s1~a31 not prevent ar preclude SCE's entitlement to reimbursements from third party

projects benefitted by tli~ upsizeci seder improvements incorporated by SCL into the Projzcl for

the cost of sever facilities constn~cted bt• SCL pursu~ntl to this Agrzement har•ing a capacity

exceeding that required. to miti~afe the se«~er impact of the Springy Canyon Development, as such

reimbursements are provided under applicable lai~~.

6. Go~~ernine La~~~s. This rloreement shall be governed by, interpreted by, and

construed in accordance with tl~e lativs of the State of California. Any litigation or claims related

to this Agreement shall Ue determined by the state and federal courts located in Los Angeles,

CA.

7. Partial Invalidit~~. If any provisions of this Agreement shall be he]d invalid or

unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of this Agreement shall

nevertheless continue in full force and effect.

8. Non-Wai~~er. '~lo waiver of 1ny provision of ti~is Agreement shall be effective

tmless in writing and signed b}' the authorizzd representative of a Party. No failure or delay by a

party in exercising any right, power or remedy' under this Agreement shall operate as a waiver of

the right, po4ver or remedy.

9. Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth the entire aereement between the

Parties with respect to the subject business contemplated in this Agreement and supersedes all
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in hiss3oer~leric au~hnrizet~ tagracity~{a~-and that by his~3~r~e~ si~pature{~ on the insttiement
ilee pzrs~c~j, or eutit? upon ixh~lf of ~~~ich t31e ~.rsa acted executed 11iz inslrume~t.

7 certify auid~r P~aL.Tl' OF PERII.'~Rl under +tlie lati~-s of thz State of California that the
foregafing rash is true and carmi_

VSIT4J~SS my o~Yicial hard and Seal.

Cd L~1c~T~}` pUD11C

State ot'Califumia

County of ~~ ~ ~~S )

On~iE'LCn'~1~ff ~ ~~`~71'7~ befarQ me,

proved to me on the basis of sate. iy—tvi~
subscribed to the within instmment and ac
in hi~JherltF~eir authorized capaciry(~), and the
the personO, or entity upon behalf of which the

C

✓1dG-~ ~WH''~~~ Notary Public,
-- --- ,

-I ..~
susaw w MxNnawx

3
Gemmission ~ 7945111

'a Notary Pu61ic - Calilomia z
Z '~+~,:. iOrange Caunty

Mr Ccmm. Fn~fins Aug 79, 2U15'

1a be the ~erson~j tivliose-~hama(s) isle

9 to me t}nai ~~/shel~iey executed die same
s/her/ih~tir sienatur~} on the instrument

nf.~ ed. executed tine instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the of California that the

foregoing paragraph is true and con~ect. ~~ a i ~ J ~1 _
Tj a_ j' ~

WITNESS my official hand and Seal.

~~~ 
.

Notary Public
LINDA A. NEWMAN

ComiM~don i 1Y6o22~

Mot~ry Pub11e • CNifomla

La MpNf~ Cash'
~p~. p Nor 12 215+
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to me that helsjie3tt~fey executed the sarrae in
hisfi¢tlth~r authorized capaaiy{i~), and that by
hishi~fftl~ir s4gnature(~Sr} on the inshurrtznt the
person or [he entity upon behalf of which the
person acted, executed the insWment

certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the
laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and cortect.

WITNESS my hand and official seal~~

Signature-~' "`-"'` ~' w
Ffazz tb' w Sca! AW~.e SgnaNre o~ ̂ btary PUEic
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Document Date: ~C~ rte rJ~'Y" ~ ~ ~'~/t> ~ Z_ _ Number of Pages: ~ ___

Signers) Other Than Named Above:
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Signer's Name: __

D Corporate Officsr — Title(s):

(. I Individual . '

(] f af(fi8~ — ~ I ~.IR1IiG'(~ ~] GE(lB!'dl Top el IhumG hero~ ~

"I Attorney in Fact

Trustee

Guardian or Conservator

❑ Other:

Signerls Representing:

Signer's Name:

❑ Corporate Officer — Title(s):

(7 Individual

t 1 Partner — v Limited ❑General Top of Ihum6 here

J Attorney in Fact

f_I Trustee

Cl Guardian or Conservator

D Other:

Signer is Representing:

920ID Natbnai Notary Associalnn ~ flaliona'No~ary o~g • b80GU5 ROTAP.V (1.9C0-Bi E~6827) I(em N5901
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ceAity under PENALTY OF PERJURY under fhe
laws of the Sta[e of CalHomia that the foregoing
paragraph is We and collect

Signature ~ ~-Y/
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Page
Order No. 31DD6A48

P/#RCEL 'I.

DESCRIPTION

THE WEST ONE HALF AF THE NORTHHUES? gUARTER DF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE

19 WEST„ SAN BERNARDIND MERIDJAN JN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF

GAL7FORNIA, ACCDR~ING TD THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT

LAt~N OFFICE 4N APRIL 23, 1860.

EXCEPT TJ9EREF.ROM AN llN➢1VIDED ONE-S1X7EENTH INTEREST IN AND 70 ALL 011 ANO GAS
IN AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, IN PATENT

RECORDED 1Xil BOIIK 77785 APGE "la?, OFFICIAL RECORDS.

ALSD EXCEPT THEREFRQM ALL CRUSE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHA~TUPA AND ALL

HINDRED SU6STAi+tCES ANQ DTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID UIN~ OWNED BY GRANTORS

BELOW A DEPTH ~F 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVIEW PROPERTIES,

I NC., A CIIRPDRA310N, BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, "1967 IN BOOK D 3649 PAGE 291 AS

I NSTRUMENT ND. 2~DS3 OFFICIAL RECORDS.

PARCEL 2r

THE EAST HALF DF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 74

WEST, SAN BERNARDIND ~IERiDIAN, ~CCDRDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED

I N THE D75TRICT LAND OFFJCE ON APRIL 23, "1860.

EXCEPT TNEREFROPA AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TQ ALL OIL AND GAS

1 N AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVES TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IN PATENT RECORDED

1 N BOOK 17785 PAC£ 112, OFFICIAL. RECORDS.

AL50 EXCEPT THEREFR6M ALL CRUDE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM AND ALL

KINDRED SUBS3'ANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS

BELOW A DEPTH OF SDO FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVEIW PROPERTIES,

I NC., A CORPORATION, BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1967 ~N BOOK D 3699 PAGE 291 AS

I NSTRUMENT ND. 27D0 OFFICIAL RECORDS.

PARCEL 3:

THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8 AND THE N6RTHWEST QUARTER Of

THE NORTHWEST Qt1ARTER OF SECTION 17. ALL IN TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14 WEST, SAN

BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE

DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON APRIL 23, 188D.

EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TO ALL DIL AND GAS

I N ANO UNDER SAID LANG AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, IN PATENT

RECORDED IN BOOK 17785 PAGE 112, OFFICIAL RECORDS.

ALSO EXCEPT THEREFROM, ALL CRUDE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM, AND ALL

KINDRED SUBSTANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS

BELOW A DEPTH OF 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVIEW PROPERTIES,

I NC., A CORPORATION BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1967 IN BOOK D 3699 PAGE 291 AS

I NSTRUMENT N0. 2700, OFFICIAL RECORDS.

ALSO EXCEPT FRAM SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION

17, THAT PORTION THEREOF DESCRIBED AS FO~LDWS:



Page 2 DESGRIPTTON
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BEGINN7N6 HT A PDINT 37D.1S FEET NORTH OF 7F1E SDUTtfiWEST CORNER OF 7HE NORTHWEST

4UARTER BF ?HE NDRTFIWEST QUARTER DF SECTION 17; THENCE 250 FEET' NORTHEAST
FOI10W1NG BOUNTY RDA :; THENCE 7SQ NDRTHWEST 70 SECTIDN LINE; THENCE 3D0 FEFI'
SQUTF7 Tfl 'flE FD1NT nF BEG'INNING_

ALSD D(CEPT THAT PDRTION OF SAID N6RTHWE57 QUARTER DF THE NDRTNWEST t1UARTER OF
SECT3UN 3~ LYING SDUTHER~Y OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED LINE:

BEGINNING A7 A ~O7NT 7N THE 34ESTERLY LJNE OF THE NDR7NWEST i~UARTER OF SAID
SECT1LNm '17 D15~AN7 71iEREON 56UTH 0 DEGREES '19'Z'i" WEST 827.82 FEET FRQPd THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 17 SAID LAST MEM'IONED POINT BEING AL50 THE

TRtlE PDINT OF iBEG9NNING DF THE DESCR1P710N AND BE1NG A CARVE CONCAVE

NDRTHWESTERLY, fi~Vl'.NG A RJ~DIUS OF 420 FEET, THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SA10

CURVE, FROAR A TANGENT NHICH SE}1R5 NORTH 69 DEGREES 28'AS" EAST THROUGH AN ANGLE
OF Z9 DEGREES 36'fl~'" AN ARC DISTANCE OF P"16.98 FEET. TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE

SQUTHERLY, HAVING A RALt~US OF A80 FEEI; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE,
TNR011GH AN ANGLE DF 37 DEGREES 03'11" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 477,97 FEET; THENCE

TANGENT Tp SAID LAST A4ENTIDNED CURVE, SOUTH 83 DEGREES 34'04" EAST, 116.61 FEET
TO A TANGEM CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 570 FEET; THENCE
EASTERLY AL(3NG SA1D CURVE, THR~UGN AN ANGLE OF 26 DEGREES 25'23 AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 262.87 FEFf; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID LAST MENTIDNED CURVE. NORTH 70 DEGREES

30'33" EAST, 9B3.84 FEET TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHVdESTERLY HAVING A
RADItlS OF 57D PffT; 'THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH AN ANGLE OF

32 ~EGRE£5 26'37" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 322.76 FEET TO THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID

NORTHWEST flUARTER OF SECTION l7 DISTANT ALONG SA10 LAST MENTIONED NORTHERLY LINE

NORTH 89 DEGREES 38'55" WEST 516.81 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE

NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 17.

PARCEL 4:

THE EAST HRLF OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION S, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14

WEST, SAN BERNARDINO PAERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE QFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED

I N THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON APRIL 23, 1880.

EXCEPT THAT PORTION OF SAID LAND, DESCRIBED AS FOIIOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID EAST HALF, THENCE ALONG THE

SOUTHERLY LINE THEREDF, NORTH 89 DEGREES 38'55" WEST 516.81 FEET TO A CURVE

CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 570 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG

SA10 CURVE FROM A TANGENT WHICH BEARS NORTH 38 DEGREES 03'56" EAST, THROUGH AN

ANGLE OF 1 DEGREES 35'13" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 15.78 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TQ SAID

CURVE NORTH 36 DEGREES 28'43" EAST 92.04 FEET TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE

SOUTHEASTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 630.00 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SA1~

CURVE, THROUGH AN ANGLE OF 20 DEGREES 15'59" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 222.84 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 56 DEGREES 44'42" EAST 272.19 FEET; THENCE NORTH 48 DEGREES 19'16"

EAST 95.05 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID V'dEST HALF, DISTANT ALONG SAID

EASTERLY LINE NORTH 0 DEGREES 54'32" EAST 454.57 FEET FROM SAID SOUTHEASTERLY

CORNER, THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE SOUTH 0 DEGREES 54'32" WEST 454.57 FEET

TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TQ ALL OIL AND GAS

I N AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IN PATENT RECORDED

I N BOOK 17785 PAGE 1.12. OFFICIAL RECORDS.
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AtSD EXGEFT +fHEREFRaM OIL LRUOE 01-L, PETROLEGM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM ANA ALL

KINtIRED SUBSTAT]CES AND DTHER MINERALS {1NDER AND IN SAID LANG OWNED BY GRANTORS

BELOW A .DEPTk~ DF 3DD FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TD FAIRV3EW PROPERTIES,

1NC., :A CORPDRA710N BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 7967 IN 800K D 3699 PAGE 291 AS

INSTRONIENT N~~ ~7DD, OFFICIAL IRECOR~S.

PARCEL 5:

THAT PORTION DF THE NDRTH HALF OF THE NORTHEAST gUARTER QF THE NORTHWEST pUARTER

OF SfC71DN "I3, 7`D9lNSHIP A NORTH, RANGE 74 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN,

ACCORDING Ttt THE OFFICIAL PLAT 4F SAID LAND FILE11 ]N THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON

APR9L 23,. '1'860, DE~CR~BED AS FOLLOWS:

BEG9NNIiNG AT THE NORTHWESTfRLY CORNER DF SA10 NORTH HALF ~F SAID NORTHEAST

QUARTER ~F SAID NORTHWEST RUARTER; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID

SEC31flN 37„ SOUT31 89 DEGREES 38'35" 'EAST, 737.65 FEET; THENCE SOl1TN 42 DEGREES

54'99" WfST, 96,73 FEET: THENCE SOUTH 71 DEGREES '17'08" WEST, 268.71 FEET;

THENCE WESTERLY 1N A ~1RECT LINE TO A POINT IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SA10

NQRTHEAS'f QUARTER, DISTANT ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE 307.64 FEET SOUTHERLY FROM

SAID NORTHWESTERLY CORNER; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE, 30"I.6A

FEET TD T}lE POINT OF BEGINNING.

IXCEP7ING AND RESERVING UNTO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ANY AND ALL RIGHTS OF

I NGRESS ~0 AND EGRESS FROr^7 THE REAL PROPERTY HEREIN CONVEYED TO OR FROM THE

FREElNAY LYING SOUTHERLY OF SA10 REAL PROPERTY, AS SEf FORIN IN DEED RECORDED

NOVEMBER "35, 1963 IN BOOK D2257 PAGE 979. OFFICIAL RECORDS.

IT !S THE PllRPOSE OF THE FOREGOING EXCEPTION ANO RESERVATION TO PROVIDE THAT NO

EASEMENT OF ACCESS IN AND TO SAID FREEU~AY SHALL ATTACH OR BE APPURTENANT TO THE

PROPERTY HEREBY CONVEYED BY REASON OF THE FACT THAT THE SAME A6UT5 UPON A PUBLIC

WAY ADJDINiN6 SA10 FREEWAY, WITH ACCESS ONLY TO THE FREEPJAY BEING RESTRICTED.

ALSO EXCEPT THEREfROM ALL MINERALS, OIL, GASES AND OTHER HYDROCARBONS BY

IMiATSOEVER NAME KNOWN THAT MAY BE 59TH OR NOT OTHERWISE RESERVED UNDER THE

PARCEL OF LAND HEREINABOVE DESCRIBE6 WITHOUT, HOWEVER, THE RIGHT TO DRiI~ DIG OR

MINE THROUGH THE SURFACE THEREOF, AS EXCEPTED IN THE DEED ABOVE MENTIONED.

PARCEL 6:

THAT PORTION OF THE EAST HALF OF SECTION 8, T04YNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14 WEST, SAN

BERNAROINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT THEREON DESCRIBES AS

FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID EAST HALF DISTANT THEREON

NORTH 0 DEGREES 54'32" EAST 369.68 FEET FROM THE SOt1THWEST CORNER OF SAID EAST

HALF; THENCE NORTH 46 DEGREES 19'16" EAST 1047.46 FEET; THENCE NORTH 35 DEGREES

37'05" EAST 976.26 FEET; THENCE NORTH 49 DEGREES 41'00" EAST 411.66 FEET; THENCE

FROM A TANGENT WHICH BEARS NORTH 28 DEGREES 18'50" EAST NORTHEASTERLY ALONG A

CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY ANO HAVING A RADIUS OF 2170 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL

ANGLE OF 29 DEGREES 14'57" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 1107.77 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO

SAID CURVE NORTH 57 DEGREES 33'47" EAST 295.65 FEET; THENCE NORTH 21 DEGREES

09.'17" EAST 415.75 FEET TO A POINT IN THE EAST LINE OF SA10 SECTION DISTANT

THEREON NORTH 4 DEGREES 2Z'56" WEST 831.11 FEET FROM THE QUARTER CORNER IN SAID

EAST LINE; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST LINE NORTH 4 DEGREES 22'56" WEST 1820.28 FEET,

MORE OR LESS, TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 8; THENCE ALONG THE NORTH
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L9 NE OF SAID SECT]-ON NQRTH E9 DEGREES 42'36" WEST 259A.66 FEET, A7bRE DR LE55, TD
THE NORTHWEST CDRNER OF SAID EAST HALF OF SAID SECTION 8; THEAICE ALONG SAiD
WESTERLY ZINE DF ~aA1D EAST HALF S011TH 0 DEGREES 54'32"' WEST A935.08 FEET, 1~RORE
OR LESS, TO THE iPOINT OF BEGINNING_

EXCEP7 THDSE PDRTIDNS 'INCLUDED tUITHiN THE SOUTHEAST 4UARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARSER OF THE NDRTH~'EST 4UARTER OF THE S011THEAST RUARTER AND THE SOUTHNIEST
QUARTER Df THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST 4UARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST
QUARTER OF SAID SECTION B.

EXCEPT THEltEFR0A9 53~ OF ALL PETROLEUM, OIL, NATURAL GAS, MINERALS, OR OTHER
HYDROCARBON 57IBSTANCES IN DR UNDER THE LAND DESCRIBED, EXCEPT ALL PETROLEUM,
OIL, hIATURAL CRS. MINERALS OR ANY OTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES IN OR UNDER THE
LANG ABdS~E A DEPTH 'OF 525 FEET FROPA THE SURFACE, WITHOl1T THE RIGHT QF SURFACE
ENTRY, GRANTOR CQVENANTS AND AGREES WITH GRANTEE ANO FOR HIS HEIRS, SUCCESSORS
AND ASSJGNS 7flAT IF GRANTOR DR HIS HEIRS. Sl1CCESSORS AND ASSIGNS SHALL FOR A
PERIQ~ OF 2fl YEARS FJ20~ DATE OF THIS DEED COR~v4ENCE DRILLING OR PAINING OPERATIONS
FOR PETROLEUM, O1L, NATURAL GAS, MINERALS. DR OTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES THE
GRANTEE AN➢ H1S HEIRS, SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TD REMOVE ANY
OR1Li1NG R1GS, TOWERS, OR OTHER STRUCTURES WHICH MAY BE ERECTED TO A HEIGHT
GREATER THAN 2D FEET ABOVE THE SURFACE WITHIN 180 DAYS AFTER THE CESSATION OF
SUCH BRILL7N6 flR ~11NING OPERATIONS BUT IN NO EVEM' MORE THAN 2 YEARS AFTER THE
COMdAENCEldENT THEREOF, AS RESERVED IN THE DEED DATED JULY 9, 1976 AND RECORDED
JULY 20, '~97b AS 1NSTRUh1ENT ND. 1213, QFFICIAL RECORDS.
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R'ATI:R AND Sb:tii'ER ST,R~'IC~ AGRE~MEN'C

IDENTtFICf\TTON.

This Water and Sewer Service Agreement ("AgreemenP') is made and entered

into effective Chis _EZ clay of Oc~ragE~a.~, 2006, by and between PARDEE 1[O~~iL-S,

a California corporation (hereafter "Developer"), and NEWHALL COUNTY WATER

DtS1'R[CT, a public ~k~ater district ("NCWD"), sometimes referred to individually as a "Party'

and collectively as Parties", and is based upon the lollo~ving facts:

2 RECITALS.

A. Developer has the right to acquire approximately Sd8 acres of property in

the unincorporated area of Los Angeles Cuunty known as Pinetree . Said property is described

in Exhibit A and depicted on Exhibit B attached I~ereto (the "Property").

B. Developer has plans to develop the Property for residential use into 494

lots, plus related public facilities Cor fire pro(ection, la~v enforcement and open space parks. The

improved residential lots and related public facilities are laiown as Tract tap No. =1808( and

commonly reRrred to as "Spring Canyon" (hereafter the "DecelopmenP')
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C. In order to accommodate Uie intended residanlial use of the Property,

De~~eloper needs ro obtain a reliable water supply and a means bti~ which wastewater map 6c

cz~Ilected and transmitted to County Sanitation District facilities for treatment and disposal.

D. On October 19, 200Q NCWD issued the County of Los .Angeles a water

seraice 4Vi11 Serve letter far the Development.

E. NCWD provides water on a retail hasis for domestic and fire protection

purposes within its boundaries and operates a sewtige lift station and ~~arious saver transmission

lines in the vicinity of the Property (together "Water and Scs~~er Ser~~icc" and separately "Water

Service" or "Sewer Service" as [he case may be).

F. NCWD ewrently provides Water Senice (iORI groundi~~ater supplies and

front imported rvater purchased from Castaic Lake Water Agency ("CL~VA"), a wholesaler of

imported seater supplies.

G. In order fi r NC~.'D to provide Water and Suter Sen-ice to the Properiy,

certo-~in ne~v water and se~cer facilities ~i~ill have to be ctesi~ned and constructed and other

existing facilities t'or the production, transmission, storag4 and distribution of ~+pater anet ~c'aste

grater operated by NCWD maq have to be upgraded and!ur expanded.

H. NC~~D acknowledges Ihat upon the upgrading of esistin~ water and se~vcr

' system facilities and the constnietion of additional water and se~cer system impro~ernents. and

- 2-
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provided there is an adequate water supply available, NCWD should he able to ~~rovide Wutcr

and Sewer Service to the Developmci~t, subject to NCltiD's ndes and regulations regarding

Water and Scorer Service.

T. Developer is willing to enter into this Agreement to provide for the design

and constniction of die _additional water and sewer system improaements and ups ailing of

certain existing water and sewer system Facilities required by NC4VD in order for NCWD to

provide Water and Server Service to the Development.

3. AGREEMENCS.

Nd~V, "CHEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:

3.1. DEVELOPER REQUlI2E\9ENTS t\Nll OBLIGATIONS. De~cloper

agrees to perform or cause to be performed the following:

3.1.1. The Parties ackna~eled~e and agree that although some water

and sesvcr facilities necessary to protiide senice to the Development exist, NC~VD cannot no«'

determine or identify what upgrades or additional water and sever facilities need to tae designed

and constructed to accommodate the Development. Acenrdingly, Qe~~cloper shall desien and

construct, or cause [u be designed and conetnicted, al its sole cost and expense in accordance

with NCWD's Standard Specifications (or Constniction, subject to the inspection and reasonable

3 -
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approval of NCWD, including approvals of materials, :end in compliance with all legal

requirements and applicable rules and regulations, all upgrades of existing Facilities tincl

additional water and sewer system ficilities i~hich NC'~VD shall masonably cletemiine arc

necessary to provide sereice to the Development (together "Water and Sewer System Facilities"

and separately "bVater System Facilities and "Sewer System Facilities"}. Developer shall pay Cor

or reimburse NCWD for all nut-of-pocket costs (including the reasonable ~ aluc of staff time)

incurred by NCWD in re~~iewing and approving the design of the Water and Sewer System

Facilities in accordance ~a~ith {and subject to) Paragraphs J.1.2( and 3.122 helo4v. The Parties

acknowleJge and agree that, for fidure ptnnning pur~~oses, some of the Water System Facilities

may be designed and constructed Frith excess capacity a~ oversized to accommodate future

growth. To the extent Developer incurs actual reasonable costs in excess of the reasonable

design and construction costs related to the ~Vatcr System Facilities necessary to support and

accommodate Qnly the Development and not future groi~~th, Developer shall be entitled to be

reimbursed For such excess costs pursuant to Paragraph 3J.5 below.

3.1.2. NCWD has approved Developer's rclention of RRP Consulting

("RBF") to provide design sen~ices Cor the Water a~~d Sewer System facilities. A report

prepared by RBF entitled Water and Waste~~~a[er Analysis that identifies the facilities needed to

adequately provide the De~•clupment with tivater and sewer sen ice is attached hereto as Gxhibit

"D". Subject to the reasonable approval of NCWD and, turther, subject to the regturements of

this Agreement, Developer shall enter into a contract with a general contractor or contractors for

the construction of the Water and Sewer Svsteni F~cilitics.

-~-
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3.1.3. Prior to the commencement of any construction Mork, Developer

shall provide to NCP,'D a policy or certificate of liability insurance in ~~hich NC~VD is named as

an additional insurcct, along with its directors, officers, employees, agents, consultants,

engineers, attorneys and volunteers, against all claims arising ottt of or in connection with the

work to be performed. The policy (or policies} of insurance shall remain in fuU force and effect

«ntil the work is accepted by NC WD. NCWD, its directors, officers, employees, agents,

consultants, engineers and voltmteers shall be covered as additional insureds under the insurance

provided by Developer with respect to ltie following: liability arisine out of activities performed

by or on behalf of Developer or any contractor or subcontractor, piroducts and completed

operations of Developer or sny contractor or subcontractor; premises owned, occupied or used

by Developer or any contractor or suUco~trac[or, or automobiles nwncd, leased, hired or

borrowed by Developer or any contractor or suhcontractor. 7'he coverage shall contain no

special limitations on the scope of protection afforded the additiunal insureds. The above-

referenced insurance policy (or policies) shall be furnished at Developer's expense, in a forth and

with insurance companies authorized to do business and having an agent Cur service of process in

California and an "A-" policyholder's rating and a financial rating of at least Class VIII in

accordance with die most recent Bes('s insurance Guide, or if Best's is na longer puhlished,

comparable ratings frum a service reasonably acceptable to NCWD_ Such insurance, in oddition

to the multiple additional named insured endorsements set forth above, shall he broad form

commercial general liability insurance in the amounts set forth beloGr, and shill cuntai❑

additional endorsements providing as folloties: (i) blanket contracaial li~biliry coverage fur

Developer or contractor indemnification obligations owing to Disll9c{ ~~~ a~~~ers pursuant to this

Agreement and any agreements behveen Developer and contractor(s); (ii) coverage for

- ~-
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explosion, collapse, underground excavation and remo<<al of lateral support; (iii) that the

insurance may not be canceled or mduccd until thirty (3~) days after NCbVD has actually

reccive~ «~ritten notice of such cancellation or reduction; (iv) "cross liability" or "sevcrability of

interesC` coverage for al! insureds under the policy or policies; (v)that any other insurance

maintained by NCWD or any other named or additional insured is excess insurance, and not

contributing insurance with the insurance required herein; and (vi) that the coverage alFurded the

additional insureds shall not be ai'fected by any failure of Developer, contractor or 1ny

subcontractor to comply with repotting requirements or od~cr provisions of the policy or }~olicics,

including breaches oftvarranties. The amount ofcoverage shall be no Iess than the following:

(a) General bodily injury and property damage - Fi~~e N(illion

Dollars ($5,000,000) per ocemrenec, and aagregatc.

(b) Automobile bodily injury and property dumaoc Five

Million Dollars ($x,000,000) per ocetirrenee, including o~~~ned, non-o~~med

and hired autos, and providing eo~Fer~ge for loading and unloading.

The evidence of insurance required to be provided to NCtiVD

shall ind«de original copies of the ISO CG 2010 (or insurer's equivalent) signed by die insw'er's

representatiac ~md cerlilicate(s) of insu~nnce (Accord Fonn 25-S or equivalent) rctlectin~ the

existence of the required insurance. Commercial genersl liability insurance mist include

IQCWD's and Developer's Protective Covernoe, Products-Completed Operations Co~eragc,

- ~-
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Premises-Operations Coverage, and covera,e of NC~VD's facilities dining the course of

constn~ction.

peveloper shall insure that the contractor and all subcontractors

performing work on the Water and Se~~~er System Facilities are aware of the provisions of

Section 3700 oFthe California Libor Code which requires every employer [o be insured against

liability for workers' compensation or to underl:~ke self-insurance in accordance with the

provisions ot~ [hat code, and that all contractors tivifl comply with such provisions before

commencing the performance of the work under any agreement with Developer. Developer shall

insure that the contractor xnd subcontractors keep workers' compensation insurance for their

employees in effect during perfom~ance of all work covered or contemplated by tliis Agreement.

3.1.4. Subject to die terms and conditions contained herein, Developer

shall pay dimna the terns of this Agreement NC~VD's prevailing chmges for any plan checking,

meters, inspection, meter setting, meter boxes, check valves and other outside services

concerning the Development in uceordauce with NCWD Rules and Regulations and as set forth

in Paragraph 3.1.21, 6e1o~3~. For purposes of this Agreement, a "prey-ailing charge" shall mean a

charge that is imposed generally throueh aut the Pinetree Sen~icc Area for comparable uses.

3.1.5. De~~eloper shall pa}r all sums otiving to NC~VD under its policies,

ndes and regu(atio~s for water ser~~ice corutection fees under the Connection Fee Policy for the

Pinetree Sen~ice Ares end other eharees and Fees, prior to commencement of LVa~er Service ro

the Developmct~L Developer acknowledges NCLb'p (tas delivered a copy of the Connection Pee

- ~-
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Policy to Developer_ l'he Watcr Connection Fces are subject to adjustment pursuant to the

CotmecCion Fee Policy. Water Connection Fecs shall he ealculatetl in accordance with the

Comiectian Fce Policy in effect at the time such fees arc paid.

3.1.5.1. Developer aclrnowledges that the Water Connection

Fees adopted 6y the Connectian Pee Pulicy constitute the sum of two component fees:

(1) a h~taster Plan Facilities Fee based un the reasonable cost of designing and

constructing new Water System P~cilities required to serve the Development; and (2) a

Sack-Up facilities Fee based upon the reasonable cost of replacing, repairing and

maimaining existing NCWD water system t:~cilities which will support and benefit the

Development.

3. L~.2. Developer shall pay to NCWD ll~e Back-Up Facilities

Feo portion of the bVater Connection Fees in cash For any connection in the Development

ut or beFore the time Developer obtains a huildine permit for such residence or other

facility. Developer's payment of all costs relu[cci to the design and construction of the

Water System Facilities s1~a11 constitute fill payment of the iVTaster Plan Facilities Fee

portion of the Connection Fees for the Development.

3.1.53_ During Hie cow se of constriction of the Water

System Facilities, Developer shall prepare and submit [u NC~V"D periodic accountings in

such form as NCWD ntay reasonably require, certified as correct by Developer, which set

forth in detail atl expenditures made by Developer in connection with the design and

- s-
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constniction of the Water System Facilities during the preceding reporting period. Such

statements shall be submitted by Developer periodically as the Varties shall agree, but not

less frequently titan each calendar quarter (January I, April 1, July 1 and October 1)

~ihile the ~V;~ter Sys[cm Facilities aze under construction. Developer shall also submit

such supporting or additional documenta4on pertaining to such expenditures as NCR~D

may reasonably reyuire, including but not limited to al] billings and invoices related to

said work and xll records of Developer relating to said constnietion, ~vhieh shall be

subject to audit and verification by NCbVD.

3.1.S.d. After completion of construction of all 4t'ater System

Eacilitres and conveyance to and acceptance diereoF by NCWD pursuant to Para}~aph

3.1.27 below, Developer shall submit a final accounting for NC4VD's approval

summarizing all expenditures related to fhc Water System Facilities. 'Chereafter, the

Parties shall negotiate in good faith using their best efforts to reach agreement an the

amount of expenditures incumeJ and paid by Developer because the Water System

Facilities were oversized or designed ~~•iih excess capacity t~ aceonunodate future growth

in the Pinetrec Service Area. JF the Parties cannot reach such agreement n-ithin thirty

(30) calendar days after submission of Developer's final accounting, the Parties shall

jointly prepare a statement of each Party's linal posi(ion with respect to such excess

expenditures. Thereafter, the Parties shall jointly appoint a single neutral arbitrator with

engineering andlor constniction expenses to determine said ainottnt and, if the Parties

cannot so a~;rec ~vitl~i~~ seven (7) calendar days, il~ey shall apply to American Arbitration

Association (",~1A") ro appoint a qualified arbitrator to make such detem~ination. In
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either event, the arbitrator appointed shall conduct such hearings) as the arbitrator, in his

ar her sole discretion, deems necessary and/or appropriate, lout may only selecC the final

offer of either Party as set tbrth in the joint statement as the appropriate amount. The

Party whose final proposal is not selected by the arbitrator stall pay all costs associated

tivith the arbitrator's determination, including the arbitrator's fee and costs, and all

expenses and charges of the Af1A related thereto. The arbitrator shall render his or her

decision within Fftcen ((~) calendar days of appointment by the Parties or tWA.

3.I.S.S. Deti~eloper shall he entiNed to be reimbursed by

NCWD for such excess expenditures as deterntined in Paragraph 3.1.5.4., above, in

accordance with the following fonnulu:

EE
_ $ per edu

ed u

EE: Excess Expenditures

cdu: number of connections outside the Development
which NCGVD designed the Water System
Facilities to accommuclate as fiiture growth.

Reimbursements by NC WD shall be paid over Lo Developer within thirty (30) days after

NC~ND rcecives pa}nnent of ~i Back-iJp Facilities Fee payment from a person, developer

or entity actually connecting, to the Water System Facilities. Such payment shall be

accompanied by an accounting shoving ho~v the payment was calculated. Developer's

right la recei~c reimburseiuent under this Paragraph 3.L~S. is subject to the right of

District to oFf=set against any sums payable [o De~~eloper [he amount or any indebtedness

- 10-
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due or ovine by Developer to District. Further, Developer's right to receive

reimbursements hereunder shall terminate twelve (12) years after the dale District accepts

the transfer and conveyance of the Water System Facilities from Developer under

Paragraph 3.1.27.

3.1.6 Developer shall pay all sums owing to NCWD under its policies,

rules and regulations for Sewer Service Connection Fees under the Sewer Connection Tee Po)icy

for the Pinetree Are:3. Said payment shall be made in cash at or before the time Developer

obtains a building peRnit for any residence or other facility within the Development. Developer

acknowledges [hut NCWD is no~v in the process uFdeveloping the Sever Connection Fee Policy

for the Pinetree Area, which policy will specify that Sever Service Connection Fecs will be

subject to adjushnent from time to time by NC~~D. Sewer Connection Fees will be calculated in

accordance widt the Sewer Connection Fee Policy in effect at the time such fees are paid.

Developer shall not naV any such tees until after NCbVD has adopted the Se~i~er Connection Fee

Policy estabfishins the Suter Service Comiection Hees.

3. L6.1. The Parties anticipate that the Saver Connection Fec

Policy ~viil establish a Fee composed of htro p.irts: (() a Plaster Plan Facilities Fee which

shall be the actual cost of dasigning and constructing nen~ seiner system facilities, or

upgrading existing sewer facilities, required to serve the Development; and (2) a Back-

Up Facilities Fee basal upon the reasonable cost of replacing, repairing and maintaining

existing NCND sever system Facilities which Gviil support the Development.
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3.1.0.2. Developer sh~il pay to NC~W the Back-Up Lacilities

Fee portion of the Sever Connection Fees in cash for any connection in the Development

at or before die lime Dc;vetoper obtains a building permit for the structure or facility to be

connected ro or through NCWD's Sewer System Facilities. Developer shall also pay all

costs related to the design and construction of nctiv Sever System Facilities, or the

up~ading or expansion of existing Seer System Facilities, if any, necessary to provide

Sewer Service to the Development.

3.1.6.3. Developer shall submit upon completion of

construction a financial statement and accountine For NC4VD approval summarizing all

expendihires incurred and p2id by Developer in designing, constn~ctin~ and upgrading

the Seµ~er System Facilities, with such additional supporting documentation as may be

reasonably reyuested by NCWD.

11,7. Developer shall pay to CLWA alI connection or other fees

established by CI.~VA relating to Water Service to die Property and the Development.

3.1.8_ Developer shall acquire and Transfer, at its sole cost and expense,

:my and all easements and other interests in real property within the Development Which are

reasonably necessary Cor the construction and operation of die Water ~md Se~~~er S}'stem

Tacili[ies, together ~a~ith title insurance shouii~e. title vested in NC~~'D as to each casement or

other interest, in an amount valued at not less than Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ('$25,000)

each. If' NCWD determines there are other easements andior real property inter~sls outside the

~?
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Uound~ries of the Development which arc necessary in order for NCt~'D to provide bVater or

Sever Service to tl~e Development, [he Parties shall cooperate fn good faith to obtain such

easements or real property interests. All costs associated with acyuisitimi of such easements or

real property interests shall be paid by Developer.

3. L9. Developer shall comply, and require that the contractor and all

subcontractors comply, with applicable laws, ndes, regulations and requirements related to or

connected in any way with the design and constniction of the Water and SeGver System Facilities,

including but not limited to the prevailing wage requirements relating to public improvements.

3.1.10. Developer shall be~~eficinlly use water provided by District

pursuant to this Agreement solely and only in connection with the Deg-clopment on the Property.

3.1.1 L To the (iiltest extent pem~itted by law, Developer shall

indemnify and hold harniless NCWD, its directors, officers, agents, employees, consultants and

volunteers (togedter "indemnified Parties") consultants and volunteers from and against alI

claims, damages, losses, expenses, and other costs, including, but not limited to, costs of defense

and attomcys' fees, arising out of or resuliin~ From or in connection with the design or

constriction of the Waler and Sewer System Facilities, the Development ar the Property {tile

"Work"), both on and off il~e job site, pro~~ided that uny such liability (1) is attributable to

personal injury, bodily injury, siclaiess, disease or death, nr to injury to or destn~etion of tangible

property, including the loss of use resulting therefrom, and (2) is caused in whole or in past by an
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nc[ or omission of Developer, contractor, any suhcontractor, any supplier, anyone directly or

indirectly employed by any of [hem or anyone for whose acts or omissions any of them may be

liable, except to the extent caused by the active ncoligence or ~villCul misconduct Qf any one of

the Indemnified Parties, in which case, such indemnity shall not apply. The obligation hereunder

shall nol he abridged, reduced or discharged by the maintenance of insw~ance by 1ny contractor

or Developer. Developer shall indemnify and hold harmless the Indenmilied Parties from and

against all losses, expenses, damages (including damages to the Property ur Water and Sever

System Facilities), attorneys' tees, and other costs, including all costs oFdefense, which any of

diem may incur with respect to the faihirc, neglect, or refusal of Developer or any contractor to

faithfully perform the bVork and/or any of their oUligations under this Agreement ur under any

agrzement between Developer and contractor.

3.1.12. To the extent Lleveloper requires the use of constniction water,

such water shall he provided through a separate meter and in accordance with the NC~VD Rules

and Regulations in effect at tl~e time the permit is issued for the construction tivork

3.1.13. [Jpon completion oFthe Water god Sewer System Facilities, and

concurrently with acceptance (hereof by NCLVD as hereinafter provided, Developer shall provide

NCWD with as-built dra~viiigs depicting the bValer and Se~~er Sysletn Facilities.

3.1.14. All work relating ro the Water and Sewer System Facilities shall

be pertorn~ed or supervised by a general contractor possessing that class of contractors lirense

issued pursuant to Division 3, Chapter 9, of the Business and Professions Code roquirecl Ibr

_ ~~_
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con; ~~i~°lion oC the said Facililics. Tl~e general contractor ~vi(h whom Developer proposes to

enter into a contract for construction of any WuCer or Sewer System PacilitV shall be subject to

the ; casrniable prior approval of NCWD. The approved general contractor retained by Developer

is s:~i;+crimes referred to herein as the "Cantractor." Developer shall secure from the Contractor

and piv~~ ide to NC WD the follawing inforniation for review and approval by NCWD:

3.L14.1. Information regarding the Contractor's experience,

financial condition and business references ro he set forth on the form attached as

Exhibit E. Contractor shill have at least fine (5) years' espericnce in performing similar

work.

3.L14.~. The Contractor's Licensing StaCement in the forni

attached as Exhibit P.

3.1.1x3. Tt~c names and addresses of subcontractors, if any,

w'ho will perform work under the contract between Developer and Contractor or who will

specially fabricate and install a portion of the worn, shall be set forth on the form

attached as Exhibit G. The contract between Contractor and Developer sh111 provide that

subcontractors may not be substiwted without NCWD`s prior approval. Contractor may

not subcontract for more dean fith~ percent (50%} of the ~~~ork to be perfornied under its

contract with Developer.

l~-
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3.1.15. NCtivD shall at reasonable times and upon reasonable notice

have access to the Det-elopment, the Property and sites where bVater and Sewer System Facilities

are under constn~ciion or being installed and shalt be provided with every opportunity for

ascertaining full knowledge respecting the progress, workmanship, and character oPthe materials

and equipment used and employed in constniction of said Facilities. Contractor shall give at

least forty-eight (48) hours notice to ~ICWD in advance oP any wort. being perPornted on a

SaWrday, Sunday or holiday designated by NCWD, or for more than cighL (8} hours in a work

day. Contractor shall hive at leas[ twenty-Four (24) hours notice [o ~iCWD in advance of back

filling or otl~envise covering any part of the said Facilities constructed so that NCWD may, if

desired, inspect such wort: beFnre it is concealed. The observation, if any, by NCVJD of the

construction of the said Facilities shall not relieve Developer or Contractor of any of their

obligations under this Agreement. Detective work shall be made good, and materials and

equipment fumishcd and work performed vrhich is not in accordance with the approved plans,

and NC~VD's cmTent Sttii~dard Specifications fir ConstrucRon, may be rejected nutwithstandin~

the fact that such matcrf3ls, equipment and work have been previously inspected by NCWD.

3. LIG. Developer shill have n written agreement tivi~h Contractor, which

agreement shall incorporate by reference the terms and conditions o~ this Agreement and shall

contain a provision Uy tivhich the Contracror agrees to be bound by the terms and conditions of

this Agreement. A fully executed copy of the agreement bet~vicen Developer and Contractor

shall be detracted to NCWD prior to commencement of Mork by the Contractor,

_ ~~_
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3. L 17. Prinr to ContractoPs commencement of constniction oP Ote

Water and Sewer System Facilities, Developer shall fiimish and deliver to NC~VD a bond with a

responsible corporate surety or corporate sureties reasonably aceept~ble to NCWD conditioned

upon the faithful performance by Developer of all covenants and conditions of this Agreement

with respect to the construction of [he Water and Sever System Facilities. Said bond shall be in

the forn~ attached herero as Exhi6iYH and shall be in an amount dial is not Icss than one hundred

percent (I p0%) of'the total amoirot payable under Contractor's agreement with Developer for the

constniction of the Water and SeGver System Facilities.

31.18. Prior to commencement of work, Developer shall furnish a

paymenk bond. Said payrttent bond shall be in a sum not less titan one hundred percent (l00%)

of the total amount payable under contractor's agreement with Developer for the construction of

the Water and Setiver System Facilities, anct shall he on thz mandatory form attached hereto as

Exhibit I.

3. L I ). The surety or sureties on any bond Furnished hereunder must he

reasonably satisfactory to NCWD. If during the course of construction any of the sureties in the

reasonable discretion of NCWD are ur become insaflicien(, NCtVD may require additional

sufficient sureties which the Contractor shall famish to the satis(iction of NCWD ~rithin fifteen

(1 S) calendar days after written notice thereof.

3.1.2 . Developer shall pruritic T1ClVD n~ith a schedule for consu-uction

of the Water and Sever System Facilities and shall keep NCWD advised of the schedule and
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progress of work. The construction work hereunder sha11 not continence unless (a) there has

been apre-constnic[ion meeting with representatives of NCWD, Developer and Contractor in

attendance; {h) NCWD has been given ~vritlen notice of the n.zme and telephone number of

Contractor's job supemllendent who shall be Contrnctor's representative at [he job site and shall

have autliority to act on behalf of Contractor, and the name and telephone number oI

Contractor's alternate in the Brent the job superintendent is unavailable; and (c) NCWD has been

given at least five (5} business days written notice of the commencement of construction.

Construction of Lhc Water and Sever System Facilities shall commence within thirty (30) days

after the pre-construction meeting and shall be completed (except For minor punchlist itetns)

within hvo (2) years after commencement. Developer shall not he deemed in (~reacl~ of tl~is

Agreement because of delays in completion of constn~etion of the Water end Seaver System

Facilities due to unforeseeable causes beyond (he reasonable control and without the fault of

Developer andior Contractac Developer shall include such time for completion in its agreement

with Contractor.

3.1.21. Developer shall pay NC~~D's prevailing charges for meters,

inspection, meter setting, conlraet administration, Water Connection Fees, Sewer Connection

Fees, meter hoses, check valves, meter jumpers and outside services then in effect upon issuance

of a building permit For any residence within the Development. 7'he prevailing charges us of the

dace hereof are:

-18-
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(a) Meter, meter boxes and va(~cs X345.64 each meter
boxes and valves

(b) Meter setting $SO.00cach

(c) NC~VD Labor, Equipment, $Billed at Cost
and Material

(d) Water Com~ection Fees $ To ~e determined in
(Pinetree Service Area) accordance with the

applicable policy

{e} Sever Connection lees $ To be determined in
accordance with the
applicable policy to be
adopted by NCWD

(~ Contract Administration $Billed as provided
and Inspection in Paragraph 3.1 ~2

(g} Outside sen~iees $ Bilted at Cost

Total $ To be determined

3.122 Developer shall pay to NCWD a Pee for NCWD's design,

inspection and contract administration costs and services equal to hvo point twenty-fi~~c percent

(225°l0) of the Total Project Cost incorrect by Developer For the design and constriction of the

Water and Sewer System FaciliCies, exclusive of any and all other payments to NCWD under

Paragraph 3.1.21, above. Prior to commencement oCwork, Developer shall pay one-half (!-i) the

inspection and contract administration fees owed to NCWD based on die agreements) between

Developer and Coutractur(s). Thereafter, Developer shall pay NCWD one-half (%:) o£ the

b~ilance of such fees one (1) year otter commenceme»t of work and the remainder rivo (?) years

aRer corr~mencement of work My incretise in the cost of design and constriction by change

order, or othervise, shat] result in a con~csponding increase in the inspection and contract

administration fees payable to NCWD.
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3J.23. All work related to constniction of die Water and Server System

F'aeilities is for the co~~venience of and at the request of Developer, evho shall be solely

respnnsibir for all costs and expenses in connection therewith. NCWD shill not be responsihle

to Contractor or its subcontractors, suppliers or matcrialmen For such ~~~ork. Developer shall not

permit liens or claims of any type to be enforced against the Water end Sewer System Facilities,

however such liens or claims may arise. Regardless of the merits of uny such lien or claim,

Developer shall, wilhi~ ten (10) business days oPChe assertion thereof, cause said claim to be

discharged or provide a bond releasing such claim, in a Corm reasonably satisfactory to NCWD.

3.1.24. The agreement behveen Developer and Contractor shall req~~ire

that: (a) Contractor shall condnet its operations so as to avoid injury or damage to any person or

property, and to minimize any ~bstniction and inconvenience to the public; (b) Contractor shall

comply with all applicable laws or regulations relating to the work wider the agreement with

Developer, including safety measures applicable in particular operations or kinds oC work;

(c) Contractor shall proG~ide and maintain such fences, barriers, directional signs, lights, and flag

men as are necessary to give adequate ~4•arning to the public at all times of an_y dangerous

conditions to be encounicred as a result of the eonswction work and to give directions to the

public; and (d) Contractor shall be solely and completely responsible for conditions of the job

site, including safety of all persons and properly during construction of the Water ai d Setiver

System facilities.

_Zp_
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3.1.25. Developer guarantees all work against defects in G~~orkmansliip

or materials for a period of cane (1) year alter IVC~VD's acceptance of lice Water And Sever

Systc~n i~acili[ies. Developer shall repair or rcmave and replace any and all such +work, together

with ary other work which may be displaced in so doing, drat is Cound to he defective in.

~oork~n~ul,hip and/or materials within said une (I) year period, without expense whatsoever to

NCWD. In the event of a Failure by Developer to comply with the above-mentioned conditions

within seven (7).business days after being notified in writing, NC~hlD shall be antitled to have

the defects remedied and [he work repaired or replaced at [hc expense of Developer. Developer

agrees [o pay ail such expenses promptly on demand therefore by NCWD. The perCorn~ance

bond and the payment bond shall continue in full Force and effect for the guarantee period.

Additionally, Developer shall provide NCWD with any manufacturer warranties that may be

applicable to materials or equipment included in the Water and Sewer System Facilities.

3J.2G. Developer shall protect snd maintain the Water and Sever

System Facilities through comple(ion thereof and until transferred to NC~~ID pursu~ut lQ

Paragraph 3.1.27, below. In the event all or any part of the Water and Sever System Facilities

are clamtiged or destroyed prior to Developer transferring flee same to NCWD, Developer sha11

repair or replace said Facilities witliout cost to NCbVD.

3.127. Upon coiupletion of constnic[ion, the tiVater and Setiver System

Facilities shall be transferred and conveyed try Developer iv NC WD free and clear of all liens,

claims and encumbrances and shall become the property of NC~VD upon acceptance thereof for

operation, maintenance, and repair by NC4VD. NC~VD may require Developer to provide a
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deed, bill of sale, or other ins[n~ment of conveyance, conveying the Water and Sewer System

Facilities Crom Developer to NC4VD.

3.1.28. Should die Property or Development require irrigation water,

Devzloper shall apply For service through a separate meter in accordance with NC WD rules anct

regulations. NCbVD reserves the rigirt to limit imgation water to off-peak hours between 10:00

p.m. end 3:00 a.m. except for the landscape installation period. Developer shall cause its

landscaping [o he planted over a reasonable period of time so that pardons of the landscaping

will be watered in sequence rather than all al one time. NCWD will not be liable for any losses

or damages to the landscaping due m ehc lack of water.

3.1.29. Developer shall provide NC4VD tvith an estimate of the amount

of water required for irrigation including irriea~ion of slopes, green hells, parkways and open

spsces. "Che estimate shall include the daily water demand. Developer shill also provide NC W D

it~ith a written statement shon~ing the types of spriitJc(ers and controllers it proposes to use.

Developer's irrigation system shall include sensors for moisture, temperature and wind, and

de~~ices which will tum ofF water when there is adequate moisture in the ~rotmd, when the

temperature is excessiaely warm and when there is excessive wind. Wiien Developer provides

NC'WD with its estimated irrigation needs, Developer's report shall include the period

commencing n=ith initial planting through the period when the landscaping is established.

3.130. 8etore NC WD will provide ~~'ater Service to tl~e Develo}~ment,

and at (east-two (2) tviceks prior to pow~ing concrete footings and Fou~dntion slabs for residences

~~

n mo~~,rc~~~: v.,i s<«~o sai„d~r~,i sa~~~e: t~~~n,~~n ~~~~„~ri r~i~n~rc~-~w.s r.,,d«.sc~~~R~n. in.r,,.nn :u~



and any other improvements consmicted within [he Development, Developer must request

temporary meter jumpers. Developer ~~~ill he responsible For providing a list of names and Iot

numbers, along with maps pertaining to thejumper request Developer shall also be responsible

for obtaining the jumpers From the NC14j[7 Gti~arehouse and for their installation. Upon jumper

installation, a water account will be established and aTwenty-Four Dollar 024.00) monthly Ilat

fee will be charged for each jtunpec Jumpers will be used at individual lots in the Development

solely for plumbing pressure tests, concrete, block or brick finish work, plastering, scratch,

brown and color coat, and labor and taol clea~rup. All other use of jumpers is prohibited and

will be considered as w~authorized ~t~ater use under NCIUll's Rules and Regulaliuns. Landscape

meters must 6e requested prior to hydro seeding of hillsides and greenbelt areas, or any other

landscaping in the Development. At least one week prior to landscaping individual lots within

the Development, Developer shall request meter bones. Developer will be responsible For

obtaining all meter boxes from the NC1VD warehouse, and installing meter boxes to final Bade

behind the sidewalks. Developer shall also be responsible for locating and diaeing out angle

stops, venfyin~ ankle slop size, type and correct positions, and cutting oC migle stop down to

grade per NCWD specifications. Upon inspection by NGWll and the above criteria being met,

meters will he installed by NC'~VD. Deve)r~per also shall be responsible for ensuring that the

Contractor, and any suhcontractors working at the Development, comply with NCWD rules and

reeid~[ions regarding sefting, location, and maintenance of meters duri~~g constn~etion.

3.L3L Developer shall have the responsibility to ascertain the fire Flow

requirements for the Property and Hie De~•clupment. NCWD neither guarantees nor agrees to
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supply ti~ater in any specific quantities, qualities or pressures for fire flow, domesCic use or for

any other purpose ~vhatsocvcr and no such obligations shall he implied.

3.132. Developer hereby agrees to indemnify, defend and hold harmless

NCWD from all claims, liabilities, causes of action, liens, expenses, or damages of any type,

including reasonable attorneys' fees. and expenses, incurred by NC~nlD arising from any claim,

action or proceeding under the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public

Resources Code $$2100Q et seg} related to the Development or connected in any way with the

Water or Sewer System Facilities constn~cted by Developer or from any c6a(lenges to lliis

Agreement or NCWD's right and aulhonty to enter into or perform under this Agreement. With

respect to aop claim for ~~•hieh NC4VD has requested indemnification under [his Section 3.L32,

Developer shall assume the defanse of any related litigation, arbitration or other proceeding,

provided that NCbVD may, at its election and expense, participate in such defense. At

Developer's reasonable request, NCWD will cooperate with Developer in the preparation of any

defense to any such claim, and Developer brill reimburse [~lCWD For any reasonable expenses

incurred in connection rvith such request.

3. I .~i3. A failure by Developer to complete construction of the Water

System F7cilities and commence tiVnter Service to the Development within five (5) years from

the effective date of this Agmement sh:+ll relieve rTCWLI of any obligation to provide water

service to the Development under dais Agreement. However, the Parties recognize that

completion of the entire De~relopment tivithin that time frame may not reasonably be nssured.

Therefore, NCWD agrees Io extend the ti~vte for comm~ncemenl of water service for an

2a -
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additional hvo (2) years, provided Developer. (a) undertakes the construction of the Facilities

within sixteen (16) months after execution of this Agreement (b} demonstrates that it is

proceeding with reasonable diligence to complete the Development; and (c) applies for an

extensio~i of time before this Aerecrncnt expires. Further, if the seven (7) year period noted

above in this subparagraph has expired and Water Service to the Development has not

commenced despite Developer's diligent good-faith perFornia~iec of all obligations under this

Agreement, Developer may request in writing a Curthcr extension of the deadline to commence

Water Service to the Development to a date certain, which request may be granted or denied by

NCWD, in its sole discretion.

3.2. NCWD REQUIREMENTS ANQ OBLIGATIONS. Promptly upon fill

performance of this Agreement by Developer and liGll and complete compliance with NCWD's

Rules and Regulations, and provided there is an adequate supply of ~~~ater available, NCWD shall

provide Water Service and Sever Service to the Dctire(opment in acwrdanec with NCWD's

Rules and Regulations.

3.3. DEVELOPER AND NCGVD AGREE:

3.3.1. Neither Developer, nor the Contractor is the ~i~ent or

representative ofNCWD. Neither has any authority ~n bird NCWC~.

33.2. Developer acirnowledees chat NCWD's ~valer supply may he a

blend of grow~d~vater and State Water Project water and, as a result, certain chemicals and

_ ?~ _
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minerals may concentrate in NCWD's water supply. De~~eluper acknowledges that it may be the

nature oC the water to he corrosive anal hove corrosive eftects on water facilities. Deaeloper

acknowledges thst certnin materials utilized for the com~eyance of water may be more

susceptible than others to corrosion and its related effects.

3.3.3. NCbVTS will no( provide any type ol~ Water Sen~ice [u the

Property andlor Development unless and until- (i) Developer has designed and constn~cted the

Water and Setiver.System Facilities and said Facilities have been donated [o and accepted by

NCWD as contemplated by this Agreement; (ii) all fees, charges and other amounts due [o

CLWr1 and NC WD heretmder, by la~v and in accordance ~<<idi the applicable Rules and

Regulations of CLWA and NCWD, have been paid; and (iii) alb requirements of CFQA have

been met with respect to the Development.

4. MISCELLANEOUS PROVIS1pNS.

4J. At any action at la~v or in equity, indudina an action For dedaritury relief

seeking to interpret or enforce the terms of this Agreement, the prev.iiling Party shall be entitled

to recover a reasonat~le amount as attorneys' fees xnd cots incurred in prosecuting nr defending

such action, including any dispute submitted to arbitration, in addition to any other relief to

which the Party is entitled.

4.2 Except as may othenvisc be provided herein. the rights and obligations of

Developer under this Agreement are not ;~ssi,gnable ~vitl~out die written consent of NC1VD and

- 26-
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t

an} ~~rior ivri(tcn consent of NCWD shall not operate ro release, excuse or discharge Developer

from any ~f its obligations under this Agrcemen[.

43. This Agreement and the application or interpretation tliereoF shall be

gu• ~~ nod exclusively by its terns and by the laws of the State of California. Venue for alI

ptn'j;oses shall he deemed to lie.within Los Angeles County, California, and any action to enForoe

this Agreement or for any remedies, damages or other relief shalt Ue brought only in [he State

CouRs of the State of California For. the County of Los Angeles or in the United States District

CourC, Central District of California.

4.=t. Subject ro Che provisions relauing to assignment, each and all of the terms,

conditions and agreements herein contained shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the

successors and assigns of the Paities hereto_

=1.5. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the Parties with

respect to the sut~jecl matter hereof and no amendment, modification or alteration of the terms

hereof s6a11 be binding unless the same is in writing, dated subsequent to the date hereof amd

duly approved and esecuC~d by each of the Parties.

d.(. Developer represents that the person or persons esecutina [his Agreement

on its behalFhave the fiill and complete authority to do so, end NC~VD represents and warrants

_ 27_
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that the execution of this Agreement by its representative has been duly authorized by NCWD's

Board o(Directors.

Executed at SRNtA Gl.AR1TA ,California.

NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

"~r~~ J

~/ f

~~.

Its: General Manager

PARDEE

u5:
Vice

a California corporation

ent, Community Development

_ 7g_
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION -WATER
TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.)

Page 111

TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

A water system maintained by the water purveyor (including off-site pump station),
with appurtenant facilities to serve all lots in the land division, must be provided.
The system shall include fire hydrants of the type and location (both on-site and off-
site) as determined by the Fire Department. The water mains shall be sized to
accommodate the total domestic and fire flows.

2. Provide a "W ritten Verification" and supporting documents from the water supplierto
indicate the availability of a "Su~cient Water Supply' as required per Section
66473.7 of the Subdivision Map Act (SB 221 } prior to filing any map or parcel map
to the satisfaction of Public Works and the Department of Regional Planning.

3. Install off-site water mainline to serve this subdivision to the satisfaction of
Public Works.

4. Easements (including off-site easements) shall be granted to the County,
appropriate agency or entity for the purpose of ingress, egress, construction, and
maintenance of all infrastructures constructed for this land division to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

5. Submit landscape and water efficient plans for each open space lot in the land
division, with landscape area greater than 500 square feet, in accordance with the
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

~~ Prepared by Tonv Khalkhali Phone (6261458-4921 Date 09-04-2018
V48086-4wa-new.doc
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~►: ~~~ ', COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT
~~,p FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION

Land Development Unit
5823 Rickenbacker Road

Commerce, CA 90040
Telephone (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783

CASE NUMBER: RPPL2018004065 MAP DATE: August 14, 2018

PROJECT NUMBER: TR48086 —Amendment Map and Amendments to DPW
conditions and Traffic Mitigation Measure.

THE FIRE DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS AS PRESENTLY SUBMITTED.

ALL PREVIOUSLY APPROVED FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS AND
REQUIREMENTS ARE STILL APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT.

For any questions regarding the report, please contact Juan Padilla at (323) 890-4243
or Juan.Padilla@fire.lacounty.gov.

Reviewed by: Juan Padilla Date: September 11, 2018
Page 1 of 1



~,a°"'°'w~-, LOS ANGELES COUNTY , '' ̀"''+.,~

~t ~'j DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
,,r̀ ~ 

c _

s̀~.~„„~.~"~ PARK OBLIGATION REPORT .`•~•~~.~••~'`~~

Tentafive Map # 48086 DRP Map Date: 0811412018 SCM Date: 09I2012D18 Report Date: 09/11/2018

Park Planning Area # 438 CSD: NIA Map Type: Amendment Map -Tract

Total Units 492 = Proposed Units 492 + F~cempt Units

Park land obligation in acres or in-lieu fees:

ACRES: 4.59

IN-LIEU FEES: $167,145

Sections 2124.340, 2124.350, 2128.120, 2128.130, and 2128.140, the County of Las Angeles Code, Tille 21, Subdivision OrUinance provide that

the County will determine whether the developments park ohligatlon is to 6e met by:

i) the dedication of land for public or private park puryose or,

2) the payment of in-lieu fees or,

3) the provision of amenities or any wmbination of the above.

The specifc determination of how the park obligation will be satisfetl will be basetl on the wndidons of approval by Ne ativisory agency as

recommended by the Department of Parks and Recreation.

The Representative Land Value (RLVs) in Los Angeles County Code (LACC) Section 2128.140 are used W calculate park fees and are adjusted

annually, based on changes In the Consumer Pace Index. The new RLVs become effective July 1st of each year and may apply to this subdivision

map it frst advertised far hearing before either a hearing officer or the Regional Planning Commission on or after July 1st pursuant to LACC Section

2128.140, su6seclion 3. Accordingly, the park fee in this report is subject to change depending upon when the subdivision is firs[ advertised for

public hearing.

The Dark obligation for this development will 6e met bv:

Contributing $167,145 in park improvements.

Trails;
See also attached Trail Report

Comments:
Developer shall receive Quimby credit for private park improvements up to $167,145 and shall otherwise

bear the entire costs to complete the private parks.

Quimby Obligation was calculated based on fee schedule in effect on 08/03/2004 Board approval date.

The Department has no objections to the amendment request, but recommends additional changes

included in the attached memo.

For further information or to schedule an appointment to make an in-lieu fee payment:

Please contact Clement Lau at (626) 588-5301 or Loretta Quach at (626) 588-5305

Department of Parks and Recreation, 1000 S. Fremont Avenue, Unit #40. Building A-9 West, 3rd Floor. Alhambra,

California 91803.

By:

Kathline J. King, Chief nning

SD-5

September 11, 2078



~~a°"°' LOS ANGELES COUNTY

r ~~ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION ~~
F i

♦̀  +

~̀~,,,,,.,~.`` PARK OBLIGATION WORKSHEET ~',~•~...,~"

Tentative Map # 48088 ARP Map Date: 08/1M2016 SCM Dete: 0912012018 Report Date: 09/1112018

Park Planning Area # 43B CSD: NIA Map Type: Amendment Map -Tract

The formula for plculating the acreage obligation and or in-lieu fee is as follov✓s:

~P)eople x (0.0030) Retlo x (U)nits ~ (X) acres obligation

(X) acres obligatlon x RLV/Acre = In-Lieu Base Fee

Where: P = Estlmate of number of People per dwelling and according to the type of dwelling unit as

determined by the U.S. Census
Ratio = The subdivision ordinance provides a ratio of 3.0 acres of park lend for each 1,000 people

generated by the development This rafio is calculated as "O.OD30" in the formula.

U = Total approved number of Dwelling Units.

X = Lopl park space obligatlon e~ressad in terms of acres.

RLV/Acre = Representafive Lsnd Value per Acre by Park Planning Araa.

Total Units 492 = Proposed Units 492 + 6cempt Units ~0

Park Planning Area = 438

Detached S.F. Units 3.11 0.0030 492 4.59

M.F. <5 UniLs 2.08 0.0030 0 0.00

M.F. >= 5 Units 2.61 0.0030 0 0.00

Mobile Units 2.40 0.0030 0 0.00

F~cempt Units 0 0.00

TOTAL 492 4.59

~ ~ ~ ~ ~~

1 t 11 ~~ ~~'.
A

1 tl

1 11

~k~ sa''",~ ~ ~ ~' mac€ = 6Ssz e ̀~- 9 '~" ~' l '~1 Y. ~-~"~~;"' ~ c

1 1 t 
~~ ~

SD-5

September 11, 2018



C~Z~1~7`►y~'~il~~~~l~[tL~~V
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

°Packs Make Life Betterl"
John Wicker, Director Norma E. Garcia, Chlef Deputy Director

September 11, 2018

TO: Steven Jones
Principal Regional Planner
Department of Regional Planning

FROM: Kathline J. IGng `~~ ~ ~ ~`~~
Chief of Planning

SUBJECT: PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR
SPRING CANYON PROJECT VTTM 48086

The proposed modifications to the original conditions of approval and Mitigation
Monitoring Program for the Spring Canyon Project (VTTM 48086) has been reviewed by
the Department of Parks and Recreation (the Department). We have no objections to
the amendment request, but recommend the following changes to be Included:

Condition No. 1 —The Department recommends the mod cation below:

1. Dedicate natural open space Lot 510 and Lot 502 to the County or another aublic
a4encv.

Condition No. 5 —The proposed modification below is acceptable with one additional
recommendation fmm the Department.

Prior to the issuance of Building Permit of
first residential unit:

5.1 Enter into Park and Trail Development Agreement (PDA) with the Department for
development of the parks on Lot 497 (active park) and Lot 495 (passive park) and post
Fa(thful Performance and Labor and Materials bonds with the Department to cover
design and construction of the parks and trails in accordance with cost estlmates for the
parks and trails. The PDA shall be substantially similar in form and content to the PDA
approved by the Board of Supervisors on August 8, 2006, and the content of the bonds
shall be substantially similar fn form and content to the bonds used by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works (DPW).

Planning and Development Agency • 1000 S. Fremont Avenue, Untt p40, Alhambra, CA 91803 • (628)588-5322



Mr. Steven Jones
September 11, 2018
Page 2

Thank you for including this Department in the review of this document. For trail-related
questions, please contact Robert Ettleman at (626) 588-5323 or by email at
rettleman@parks.Iecounty.gov. For all other questions, please contact Loretta Quach at
(626) 588-5305 or by email at Iquach@parks.lacounty.gov.

KK:I.Q:nr

c: Raintree Investment Corporation (M. Villalobos)
Carolyn Ingram Seitz &Associates (C. Seitz)
Parks and Recreation (C. Lau, M. O'Connor, L. Quach, R. Ettleman)
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CYMNIA b MAFOING, M.C.N. MGIk RItlIGy-i~lOR105cn~i oep~ry oeecmr Second District
ANGFLO I. EELLDMO, BENS, OFl $~1p11O KllGhl
Deputy ~iac~ot~or NeallM1 Robcfion

Thktl DisMct

LERFI S. W I WAMS. BENS Jp111C! NOhfl
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Aesislvnf ~iecbrof Envionmenbl Neallh Fflh DISIfICI

S~SO Commerce Drive

BaWvin Pah Colilomia 9006

iEL ~616~ 430.54)4 ~ FAX ~6R6~ 011]WO

September 17, 2018 /update

Amendment to 48086-4 RPPL2017004065

PLANNER: Steven Jones

LOCATION: Spring Canyon, Santa Clarita

SUBJECT: RPP~ 2018004065

The Department of Public Health Environmental Health Division reviewed the project that
will be utilizing public water from the Newhall County Water District and public sewerage.
This is an addendum to the certified final EIR, MMRP forTR48086 aka Spring Canyon.
The Department recommends clearance approval of the Map amendment.

For any questions regarding the report, please contact Vincent Gallegos at (626)430-5380 or
vgaileqosCa~ph.lacountv.4ov

Prepared by:
Vinten[Gallegos, REHS
Envimnmen[al Heolth Spxialist N

Planner: Shonna Fawley-ludkins
SD-3
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ADDENDUM TO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.48086

PROJECT NO.96-044-(5)

1. Exisrine Entitlements

a. On August 3 2004, the Board of Supervisors approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map ("VTTM")
No. 48086, Plan Amendment ("PA") No. 96-044, Zone Change ("ZC") No.96-044, Conditional
Use Permit ("CUP") 96-044 and Oak Tree Permit ("OTP") No. 96-044, certified the final
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") and adopted the Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations ("Findings and SOC") and incorporated the Mitigarion Monitoring and
Reporting Program ("MMRP") into the conditions of approval. The subject property is located
north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad Canyon Road in the Soledad Zoned District.

b. The approved VTTM and CUP authorized creation of clustered hillside residential development
of 542 single-family residence lots, a fire starion lot, a sheriff sub-station lot, two park lots and
three open space lots on 548.1 gross acres.

c. The PA and ZC authorized the urban land use category of the Santa Clarita Valley Areawide
Plan and Zone R-1-6,000 (Single-family Residential, 6,000 Square Feet Minimum Required
Area) on 62.51 acres of the site, Zone R-1-7,000 (Single-family Residenriai, 7,000 Square Feet
Minimum Required Area) on 60.57 acres of the site, Zone R-1-8,000 (Single-family Residential,
8,000 Squaze Feet Minimum Required Area) on 6.97 acres of the site, Zone R-1-10,000 (Single-
family Residential, 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area) on 5835 acres of the site,
Zone R-1-15,000 (Single-family Residential, 15,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area),
Zone R-I-20,000 (Single-family Residential, 20,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area) on
2736 acres of the site, Zone A-2 (Heavy Agricultural) on 306.4 acres of the site..

d. The original OTP authorized removal of four oak trees and their replacements in accordance
with County Code provisions.

e. A subsequent oak tree permit was also authorized removal of four additional oak trees that had
subsequently grown to ordinance-size and their replacements.

f. Mitigation measures identified in the approved EIR and MNIIZP, and imposed on the project as
a condirion of approval, include the following categories: geotechnical, fire hazard and fire
protection, traffic/access, education, water services, environmental safety, library services,
flood hazard, noise, biological resources, cultural resources, sewage disposal, sheriffprotec6on,
solid waste, recreation, visual qualities.

g. First, second and third amendments to the vesting tentarive tract map requested by the Sulphur
Springs School District, Newhall County Water District and the Los Angeles County
Deparhnent of Public Works, authorized changes including relocation of a school site,
adjustment of lot lines and lot configurations, redesign of park site, street pattern revisions,
relocation of a water reservoir, drainage faciliries and desilting basin changes, wildlife corridor
changes, street section changes for added retaining walls, addition of a sewer lift station, stream
course protection changes, grading changes, and clarified language to conditions of approval
and mirigation measures..



2. Proposed Entitlement Modi£caHons

The proposed project changes require the Fourth amendment to VT1'M No. 48086 and an Addendum
to the certified final EIIt.

3. Proposed Amendment to Vesting Tentafive Tract Man No. 060922

The fourth amendment to the VTTM, proposes the following:

a. Adjustment of timing triggers of compliance with condirions of approval and mitigation measure
related to grading and road and infrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements and
landscaping installation.

b. Clarificarions for responsible parties for implementation of mitigation measures.

c. All applicable Condirions of Approval for VT'I'M 48086, CUP 96-044 and OTPs 96-044 and
201300017 shall remain in effect for this proposed Fourth Amendment to VT"I'M 48086 except
For those condirions specifically called out to be modified by these entitlements (see attached
Amendment Map Conditions).

4. CEQA Addendum Findines Pertainine to Proiect Modifications

CEQA Guidelines section 15164 authorizes a Lead Agency to prepare an Addendum to a
previously certified EIR if changes or additions to the document are necessary, but none of the
conditions described in Section 15162 are present, as described below:

• No substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions ofthe previous
EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in
the severity ofpreviously idenrified significant effects;

No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement
of new potenfially significant environmental effects or a substantial increase the severity of
previously identified potentially significant effects;

No new informafion of substantial importance, which was not lrnown, and could not have been la~own
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was adopted as complete has
arisen:

• Therefore the project will not have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous EIR;

• Potentially significant effects previously examined will not be substantially more severe
than shown in the previous EIR:

• No new mitigation measures or alternarives previously found to be infeasible have
been found to be feasible but declined by the project proponent to be adopted; and



• No new mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from
those analyzed in the previous EIK, and that would substantially reduce one or more
potentially significant effects on the environment, have been found and declined by the
project proponent to be adopted.

The final EIR certified by the Boazd of Supervisors on August 3, 2004, analyzed the following potential
project impacts: visual quality, noise, air quality, law enforcement services, cumulative traffic, solid waste
disposal, and cumulative global climate change. The Boazd found that implementation of the project would
result in unavoidable significant effects. The Board found the benefits of the project outweighed those
potential unavoidable adverse impacts and they were determined to be acceptable based upon the overriding
considerations set forth in the Findings and SOC.

Following aze comparisons between the originally approved project and the proposed modified project of
the potential impacts identified in the EII2:

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS

DESCRIPTION
OF POTENTIAL EXISTING

MODIFIED
IMPACTS 542-UNIT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATIONS
pROJECT

Project
Spring Canyon

amended Spring 542 SFR lots, fire station lot, sheriff substation lot, two
Descri lion Can on ark lots and o ens ace on 5481 ross acres.

Project-specific Slope stabilization by No change. N/A.
Geotechnical buttress fills

Address landslides by No change. N/A.
removal and

replacement of
compacted fill,

buttressing or place
area in "Restricted
Use Areas", as
a licable.

Subdrain outlet in No change. N/A.
Spring and Tapie
Canyons, concrete

headwalls.

Grading plan required. No change. N(A.

Project-specific Graded, future fire No change. NIA.
Fire Hazard and station lot.
Protective Services

7



Assess value of fire No change. N/A.
station lot prior to

issuance of building
permits.

Project-specific Construction of 6' No change. N/A.
Noise high solid wall along

the property lines of
lots adjacent to the

freeway.

All windows and glass No change. Lot numbers updated.
doors Facing the

freeway on lot nos.
505-521 and lot no.
533 shall be glazed
with STC 32 lazin .

Project-specific Deed resVict open No change. Final map to note open space.
Biological space lots from future
Resources development and

manage as natural
reserves for the life of

the ro'ect.
Open space No change. N(A.

management plan
("OSMP")

Site survey. No change. N/A.

Wildlife condor No change. N/A.
mitigation plan.

Construct separate 8' No change. N/A
wide trail.

Improve and construct Use locally native Clarification includes opportunity to employ vegetation
natural habitat vegetation. that naturally occurs on the site.

connectivity From
Spring Canyon to the
project site underpass
with native ve elation.
Install a 60"concrete Install a 5'S'tall Allows wildlife to more easily access the existing culvert
pipe under proposed by 7'8" wide with for safe crossing; a culvert is more likely to be used.
Valley Canyon Road arched culvert.
for wildlife underpass

crossing.



Pull back grading on No change. Lot numbers updated.
lot nos. 8, 9, 12 and

13.

Install and constmct a No change. Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.
12' wide, landscaped
parkway to facilitate
wildlife movement
from open space

through the project
site.

Eliminate stream No change. Lot numbers updated.
encroachment and
narrowing of the

existing corridor in the
vicinity of lot nos.

400-403.
Develop an aggressive No change. Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.
revegetation plan for

the project.

Only use locally No change. Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.
native landscaping
and restrict in the

CC&Rs.

Place a low wall, No change. N/A.
approximately 3' in
height at the brow of
the slopes on all lots
adjacent to preserved
o ens ace areas.

Place deed restriction No change. Clarification needed fot distinguishing Spring and Tapie
on the south- and east- Canyons.

facing slopes of
Spring Canyon within
designated private

lots.
Salvage topsoil on No change. N/A.

south- and west-facing
slopes of Spring
Canyon for

replacement there.

Reconstruc[/re- No change. N/A
contour stream course

and slopes.



Relocate, where No change. Attempts failed, re-attempt required to take place in
feasible, the holly- dedicated open space.

leaved cherry trees to
Spring Canyon.

Replacement of scrub No change. N/A.
oaks within dedicated

open spaces.

Gather and store seed No change. N/A.
for dispersal within
Spring Canyon.

Consult Fire No change. N/A.
Department for fuel
modification zones.

Mitigate lighting of No change. N/A.
open spaces.

Buffer open space. No change. N/A.

Incorporate education No change. N/A.
signposts on hiking
and riding trails.

Minimize brush No change. N/A.
clearance.

Allow non-native No change. N/A.
groundcover only in
setback and irrigation
zones (Zones A and
B). No non-natives

elsewhere.
Incorporate on-site No change. N/A.
signage and CC&R
provisions for open

space access
prohibition.



Development No change. N/A,
landscaping to be
planted with non-

invasive plants native
to the area with no
noxious weeds.

Incorporate signs for Responsible party There is no conservation district being created.
pet prohibition in open change.

spaces.

Incorporate signs for Responsible party There is no conservation district being created.
trapping, shooting, or change.

poisoning native
predators prohibition.

Filter stormwater No change. N/A,
runoff.

Use bio-filters, where No change. N/A,
feasible.

Use ̀9east toxic" Note change. Notes.
pesticides.

Project-specific Employ No change. N/A.
Cultural Resources archaeological

monitoring in Shadow
Pines 2-5.

If avoidance is not No change. NIA.
feasible, conduct
Phase R testing

program to determine
the nature, eMent, and
significance ofthe

site.
Project-specific Mazcimize setbacks No change. N/A.
Visual Qualities from the backyard

edges of pads located
atop the highest

manufactured slopes
with freeway-oriented
rear yards to lessen
potential visibility of
structures walls.



Lot nos. 18, 29, 30, 42 No change. Lot nos. need to be updated.
and 43 shall be deed
restricted from any
major alteration of the
natural[opography or

the main ridgeline
beyond the initial

graded pad in order to
maintain view ofthat

rid e.
Use tones compatible No change. N/A.
with the surrounding
terrain using textured

materials or
construction methods

which create a
textured effectfor
understories and

retaining walls higher
than 6'.

Hoods and minimum No change. N/A.
spill-over required for

lights.

Minimize proposed No change. N/A.
park lights.

Project-specific Participate in Clarify street Caltrans or City of Santa Clarita, as applicable to
Traffic and Access improvements. name(s); change implement with subdivider payment of fair share, prior

in responsible [o issuance of building permits
party and

sequencing.

Project-specific Provide space fora No change. N/A.
Sheriff Protection Los Angeles County

Sheriffs Department
sub-station lot.

Project-specific Provide irrigation No change. N/A,
Water Services management plan.

Project-specific Provide resident No change. N/A.
Solid Waste information on

recycling.



Construction-phase No change. N/A.
recycling containers.

Project-speciSc Observe gas company No change. N/A.
Environmental guidelines during

Safety grading.

Project-specific Dedicate 18 acres of No change. N/A.
Recreation private parkland.

No changes to standazd mitigation measures of Code-required provisions are proposed. The amended
Project proposes to implement the same mirigation measures as the previous project where the measures
are not related to the changes.

As shown above, these amendments will result in the reducrion of each potential impact identified in the
original EIR, and, therefore, will not cross the thresholds idenrified in Section 15162 of the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") that would require a subsequent EIR.

Therefore, this Project Amendment qualifies for an Addendum to the previously certified final EIR, as
authorized under CEQA Section 15164.

By: /~ L~~

Date: 2018 September 6
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Executive Summ

This is an Addendum to a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) previously prepared for
the Spring Canyon Project (Project), located in the Sanha Clarita Valley, California. It
provides updated information regarding the Santa Clarita Valley's water supply and the
reliability of that supply, as well as information regarding how this updated information
could affect previously identified impacts regarding the Projects water supply. The County
of Los Angeles, acting as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), certified a Final EIR for the Project in 2001. The Project, as approved, includes 542
residential lots, open space, and sites for public service facilities. Water for this Project
would be provided by Newhall County Water District, one of four local water purveyors in
the Santa Clara Valley. The local and imported regional water supplies are cooperatively
managed by those four water purveyors and the Castaic Lake Water Agency, the regional
wholesale water agency.

Since the Project was approved, several studies, plans and water management upgrades
have been completed and modify the existing environmental conditions with regard to
water supply when compared to the conditions existing at the time of Project approval.
These studies, plans and water management upgrades include:

• Perchlorate contamination of several groundwater wells in the Santa Clarita Valley and
completion of steps towards cleanup;

• Completion of steps towards expanded use of recycled water in the Santa Ciarita Valley;

• Completion of the Groundwater Management Plan in compliance with AB 3030;

• Completion of groundwater banking agreements with Semitropic Water Storage
District;

• Complefion of the revised Castaic Lake Water Agency Supplemental Water Project
Transfer of 41,000 Acre-Feet of State Water Project Table A Amount Final EIR, and
continued implementation of the 41,000 acre-foot water transfer from Kern County
Water Agency and its member unit in Kem County, the Wheeler Ttidge-Mazicopa Water
Storage District;

• Completion of long-term groundwater banking arrangements with Rosedale-Rio Bravo
Water Storage District;

• Initiation of an imported water augmentation agreement with the Buena Vista Water
Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water;

• Completion of water quality and capacity improvements to the Earl Schmidt Water
Treatment Plant and planned expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant;

• Planning and construction of treated water supply pipelines (Pitches and Honby);

• Completion of the Newhall County Water District's Water Supply Assessment;

ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR g~
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• Completion of annual updates of the Santa Clazita Valley Water Report;

• Complehion of the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan;

• Completion of the California State Water Project Water Supply Reliability Report; and

• Completion of the California Departrnent of Water Resources' technical memorandum
describing progress made in incorporating climate change into existing water resources
plannuig and management tools and methodologies.

The current annual water supply for the Santa Clarita Valley is approxunately 112,000 of
and the current annual demand (2005) is approximately 50,000 af. The Project would add an
additional annual demand of approximately 705 of to the current demand. As described in
the Final EIR, this new, site-specific water demand would be met by a combination of
regional groundwater resources andunported water supplies provided by the Newhall
County Water District.

The Project was identified as "pending' in the Newhall County Water District's 2004 Water
Supply Assessment and was included in the reports projected water demand. Based on the
Water Supply Assessment, which concluded that sufficient water supply appears to be
available to meet projected demands, the Project's demand for water would not exceed the
available supply, and the impacts to water supply would be less than significant, as
described in the Final EIR.

Similarly, the Project was included in fuhxre water demand projections used in the 2005
Urban Water Management Plan. This plan shows that there is sufficient water to meet
demands within the Castaic Lake Water Agency service area as a whole, and cumulative
water supply impacts, including those of the Project in combination with other projected
development, would be less than significant, as described in the Final EIR.

At the flme the Final EIR was prepared, the water supply infrastructure needed to transport
water to the Project site was insufficient, and the Final EIR identified this as a significant
impact. Although the necessary upgrades have been completed, for the purposes of full
disclosure, this impact is considered to be the same as described in the Final EIR and is
significant. Mitigation measures are the same as those included in the Final EIR and have
reduced the impact to less than significant as predicted in the Final EIR.

This Addendum concludes that regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in
the Santa Clarity Valley area have changed since the preparation of the Final EIR for the
Project. However, these changes would not result in changes to, or increases in the severity
of, flee water supply impacts described in the Final EIR. Mitigation measures identified in
the Final EIR, including improvements to the water supply infrastructure necessary to
supply the Project site, have not changed and will not represent a substanfial change or
significant new circumstance that has bearing on the Projector its impacts.

Therefore, none of the conditions requiring preparation of a Subsequent EIR or Supplement
to an EIR have occurred, and this Addendum is the appropriate mechanism under the
CEQA to document the changes that have occurred since completion of the Final EIR for the
Project.
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SECTION 1

Introduction and Background

1.1 Purpose of this Addendum
The purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate the water supply impacts of the Spring
Canyon Project (also referred to as the Project) in the context of the current (2006) regional
water supply availabIlity, quality, and reliability in the Santa Clarita Valley area. This
Addendum supplements information provided in the Spring Canyon Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR; State Clearinghouse No. 1997031043) and the Supplemental EIR
prepared by the County of Los Angeles. This Addendum is prepared to assist Newhall
County Water District (NCWD) in its consideration of a water service agreement for the
Project. NCWD is a responsible agency for the Project.

1.2 CEQA Regulatory Background
Section 15164(a) of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states
that the responsible agency "shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if
some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section
15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred:'

Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines lists the conditions that would require the
prepazation of a Subsequent EIR rather than an Addendum. These conditions are:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project, which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken, which wIll require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously idenfified significant effects; or

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the fime the previous EIR was
certified as complete, shows any of the following:

a.) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
EIR;

b.) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown
in the previous EIR;

c.) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact
be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the

ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT fMAL EIR 14
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SECt10N 1: INTRODUCTION AND 9ACKGROUNO

project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mi6gafion measure or
alternafive; or

d.) Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.

Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the responsible agency "may choose
to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather than a subsequent EIR if:

1. Any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a
subsequentEIR,and

2. Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR
adequately apply to the project in the changed situation."

After evaluating the water supply impacts associated with the Project in the context of the
current (2006) regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in the Santa Ciarita
Valley area, the NCWD has concluded that none of the conditions requiring preparation of a
Subsequent EIR or Supplement to an EIR have occurred. The updated information on
current regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability demonstrates that the
water supply impacts from the Project remain less than significant with mifigation.

Section 15164(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that "a brief explanation of the decision
not to prepaze a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 should be included in an
addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or elsewhere in the record:'
This explanation is provided in Section 5 of this Addendum. Per Section 15164(d) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, NCWD will consider this Addendum with the Final EIR prior to
making a decision on the project

1.3 Project Background
The Project includes the development of the approximately 54S-acre Spring Canyon
property for single-family residenkial uses, as well as provision of space for several public
service agencies. Vesting Tentative Tract Map 48086 for the Project includes 542 single-
family residential lots on approximately 220 acres, one fire station lot, a sheriff sub-station
lot, two parking sites totaling approximately 18 acres, and three open space lots that would
occupy the remaining 30 acres of the property. A 9-acre elementary school site adjacent to
the property on Tract 31973 will also be provided. The majority of the 542 residential lots
are proposed ko be constructed in the south-central portion of the site along slopes,
ridgelines, and flatter portions of both Tapie and Spring canyons.

1.4 Santa Clarita Valley Water Supply Background

1.4.1 Water Agencies
One wholesale water agency (Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA)) and four retail water
purveyors provide water service to most residents of the Santa Clarity Valley. The four
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retail purveyors are NCWD, Los Angeles County Water Works District #36 (LACWWD
#36), the Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA (SCWD), and the Valencia Water Company
(V4VC); these four purveyars are collectively referred to as the Local Purveyors. The service
area for CLWA and the Local Purveyors is shown on Figure 1.

NCWD was formedut 1959. It is a municipal utility providing potable water to more than
30,000 people in an area of more than 34 square miles in the Santa Clarita Valley. NCWD's
service area is composed of four separate water service areas (Newhall, Castaic, Pinetree,
and Tesoro), and includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated portions
of Los Angeles County in the communities of Newhall, Canyon Country, Saugus, and
Castaic. NCWD supplies water from local groundwater and imported water from CLWA.
NCWD delivered approximately 11,000 acre-feet (a~ of water via approximately 9,200
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a). The NCWD service area is shown on Figure 2.

SCWD's service area includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated
portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Canyon Country, Newhall, and
Saugus. SCWD supplies water from local groundwater and imported water from CLWA.
SCWD delivered approximately 29,000 of of water via approximately 26,000 connections in
2005 (CLWA 2005a).

LACWWD #36's service area includes the Hasley Canyon area in the unincorporated
community of Val Verde. During most years, the District obtains its water supply from
CLWA. LACW WD #36 delivered approxunately 1,200 of of water via approximately 1,300
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a).

V WCs service area includes a porfion of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated
portions of Los Angeles County in the communifles of Castaic, Stevenson Ranch, and
Valencia. VWC supplies water from local groundwater, imported water from CLWA, and
recycled water. VWC delivered approximately 30,000 of of water via approximately 31,000
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a).

CLWA was formed for the purpose of contracting wifll the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) to provide a supplemental supply of imported water from the California
Sate Water Project (SWP) to the Local Purveyors in the Santa Clarity Valley. CLWA serves
an area of 195 square miles in Los Angeles and Ventura counties. CLWA, as a SWP
Contractor, holds a water supply contract with DWR with a Table A Amount of 95,200 afl.

1.4.2 Water Supply
There are two main water supplies for the Santa Clarity Valley—local supplies and
imported supplies. Local supplies consist of groundwater and recycled water, and
imported supplies consist of SWP water, and S4VP-related supplies such as groundwater
banking programs, transfers, and purchases. Additional information on these supplies is

~ Table A Amount (formerly referred W as "entitlemenP') is named for the "Table A" in each SWP contractors Water
Supply Contract. It contains an annual buildup in Ta61e A Amounts of SWP water, from the firet year of the Water Supply
Contract through a specific year, based on growth projeIXions made before the Water Supply Contract was executed. CLWA
has augmented its Table A Amount through the acquisition of conVact rights from the Devil's Den Water District (in 1991) and
from the acquisition of contract rights from the Kem County Water Agency via the Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage
DisGict (in 1999). The total of all SWP Contractors' maximum Table A Amounts is wrrently about 4.17 million af.
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provided in Sections 3 and 4 of this Addendum. Background information on the SWP
system is provided below.

The SWP is a large water supply, storage, and distribution system authorized by an act of
the California State Legislature in 1959. Today, the S4VP includes 28 storage facilities,
reservoirs and lakes; 20 pumping plants; six pumping-generating plants and hydroelectric
power plants; and approximately 660 miles of aqueducts and pipelines. The primary water
source for the SWP is the drainage of the Feather River, a tributary of the Sacramento River.
Runoff released from Oroville Dam in Butte County flows down nahxral channels to the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta), where some of the water is pumped through
the North Bay Aqueduct to Napa and Solano counties. In the southern Delta, water is
pumped from the Clifton Court Forebay by the Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant into
the 444-mile-long, Governor Edmund G. Brown California Aqueduct (California Aqueduct)
The California Aqueduct conveys water to the primarily agricultural users in the San
Joaquin Valley and the primarily urban regions of the San Francisco Bay Area, the Central
Coast, and southern California. Water intended for use in southern California is conveyed
through the West Branch to Castaic Lake and through the East Branch to Lake Perris, which
are referred to as terminal reservoirs for the 54VP.

The original plan for the SWP included constructing additional water storage facIlifies as
Contractor demands increased, however, essentially no new construction of additional SWP
storage facilities has occurred since the initial SWP facilities were completed. Although
future construction or other actions can improve the quantity and reliability of S4VP
supplies (e.g., the CALFED Bay-Delta Program and the South Delta Improvement Program),
these actions entail their own environmental reviews, potential litigation delays, and multi-
year construction period; therefore, it is likely to take many years before any additional
storage and/or conveyance facilities that improve SWP reliability are operational.

In 1960, DWR began executing individual Water Supply Contracts with public agencies
throughout the State of California for financing and constructing S4VP facilifies designed to
deliver water to each public agency. ("SWP contractors" or "contractors" collectively refer to
the public agencies that hold SWP Water Supply Contracts with DWR.)

Each Water Supply Contract idenfifies a Table A Amount, the annual maximum amount of
water to which an SWP Contractor has a contract right. Each Contractor annually submits a
request to DWR for water delivery in the following year, in any amount up to the
Contractor's Table A Amount. The Water Supply Contracts provide that in a year when
DWR is unable to deliver total Contractor requests, deliveries to all contractors will be
reduced so that total deliveries equal total available supply for that year. While SWP
contractors currenfly hold Table A Amounts totaling approximately 4.173 million af, the
amount of water actually requested by contractors is less than that due to a number of
contractors whose demands have not yet increased to their full Table A Amount. Even at
these lower current demands, however, the SWP cannot meet all water delivery requests in
some years due to operational and environmental constraints.
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1.5 Contents of this Addendum
This Addendum contains the following secflons in addition to this Introduction:

• Section 2.0, Summary of the Spring Canyon Project. This section provides a description
of the aspects of the Project that are relevant to the subject of this Addendum.

• Section 3.0, Relevant New Informaflon. This section provides summaries of the new
studies, plans, and water management upgrades completed since completion and
adoption of the Final EIR.

• Section 4.0, Updated Water Supply Characteristics. This section provides an update of
regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability.

• Section 5.0, Impacts of the Spring Canyon Project. This section provides an update of
the water supply impact analysis for the Project in light of the new water supply
availabIlity, quality, and reliability in the Santa Clarita Valley.

• Secflon 6.0, List of Document Preparers and Organization and Persons Contacted. This
section provides a list of the preparers of this document and the organizations and
persons contacted.

• Sections 7.0, References. This section provides a list of references cited in this
Addendum.
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SECTION 2

Spring Canyon Project and Prior Environmental
Analyses

2.1 Project Description
The Project site is locatedunmediately north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad
Canyon Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and west of Agua Dulce Canyon Road in
the northeast portion of the Santa Clarita Valley (see Figure 3). This portion of the Santa
Clarity Valley is located within unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Project involves
the development of the approximately 548-acre property with single-family residenfial uses,
open space, and sites for several public service agencies. Vesting Tentative Tract Map 48086
for the Project includes 542 single-family residenfial lots on approximately Z20 acres, one
fire station lot, a sheriff sub-station lot, two parking sites totaling approximately 18 acres,
and three open space lots that would occupy the remaining 30 acres of the properly. As part
of the project mifigation, the Project also proposes to provide a 9-acre elementary school site
adjacent to the Project site on Tract 31973. The majority of the 542 residenfial lots are
proposed to be constructed in the south-central portion of the site along slopes, ridgelines
and flatter portions of both Tapie and Spring canyons.

The Project site is located within NCWD's Pinetree service area (see Figure 2). As shown in
Table 1, the Project would increase regional potable water demand by approximately 706 of
per year. This anficipated water demand would be met by a combination of local
groundwater, recycled water, and imported water supplies. All water would be acquired
kom the NCWD, and its wholesale supplier, CLWA. CLWA supplies imported water to the
Pinetree area through the Honby Lateral. NCWD operates and maintains the Lost Canyon
Pump Stafion, which provides pressure needed to deliver water to the area.

2.2 Previous Environmental Documentation
A Draft EIR for the Project (Vesting Tract 48086) was prepared and released for public
review in August 2000 (County of Los Angeles 2000). The Draft EIR examined the potential
Project-related impacts for the following environmental resource areas:

• Geotechnical
• Flood Hazard
• Cultural Resources
• Fire Hazard &Protective Services
• Noise
• Traffic and Access
• Water Services
• Air Quality
• Education

Biological Resources
• Solid Waste Disposal
• Sheriff Protection
• Visual Qualifies
• Recreation
• Environmental Safety
• Sewage Disposal
• Library Services
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TABLE 1
Project Water Use Estimate

Land Use Categories Water Use Factor Project Estimated Water Use

a~afy per

On-site

Single Family Residential 0.90 SFU~ 542 487.8

Fire Station 0.14 acre3 5.0 0.70

Landscaped Park Area and 3 acreZ 56.4 1692
Manufactured Slopes

Open Space" 0 acre 266 0

Streets 0 acre 34.3 0

Off-site

School Pad Area 3 acrez 9.3 27.9

Manufactured Slope (School Site) 3 acrez 6.7 20.1

Open Space (School Site)° 0 acre 4.02 0

Total 705.7

Note: aTy=acre-feet per year
t. Single Family dwelling unit generation factor designated in the "Master Water Plan for Pinetree Water System"
2. Valencia Water Company Water Duty Factor.
3. CLWA Urban Water Management Plan 2000.
4. Open space includes natural park areas (i.e., park areas that are not irrigated).
5. Streets will not have landscaped medians.

Based on the analyses contained in the Draft EIR, all the potentially significant
environmental impacts are mitigable to levels that are less than significant with the
incorporation of all available and appropriate mitigation measures, except in the areas of air
quality, visual/aesthetics, and biological resources.

In October 2001, the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission certified the
Final EIR for the Project, and also approved the Project's Conditional Use Permit, Oak Tree
Permit, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map, and recommended that the Board of Supervisors
adopt the Zone Change, General Plan Amendment, and Local Plan Amendments (County of
Los Angeles 2001).

The Final (Certified) EIR consists of the following: (1) the Draft EIR dated August 2000; (2)
the Response to Comments document dated September 25, 2001; (3) the Environmental
Findings document dated September 25, 2001; (4) the Statement of Overriding
Considerations document dated September 25, 2001; and (5) the Mitigation Monitoring
Program document dated September 25, 2001.

In October 2002, a Water Supply Assessment and Required Water Supply Written Verificafion
in compliance with the requirements of Water Code Section 10910 and Government Code
Section 66473.7 were approved by the NCWD Board of Directors. Based on the evaluation of
the anticipated land uses within the Project, the Water Supply Assessment and Verification
estimated that the Project would result in an additional annual demand of 705.7 af. The
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Water Supply Assessment and Verificafion was condifloned upon the Project developer
entering into an agreement with NCWD relating to the design and construction of water
system improvements related to the Project. This Addendum is prepared to assist NCWD
in its consideration of the agreement regarding the design and conshvction of water system
improvements for the Projeck

Subsequent to certification of the Final EIR, a Supplemental EIR was prepared to provide
additional informafion regarding the Project's potential environmental analysis on traffic
condiflons and to provide the necessary water supply assessment required under Water
Code Secfion 10910 and Government Code Secflon 66473.7 (County of Los Angeles 2003).
The Supplemental EIR was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in January 2003.
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SECTION 3

New Relevant Information

This section summarizes the new information on water supply, water quality, and water
supply reliability that was not available for considerafion by the County during its prior
approval of the Project (refer to Chapter 4 for an overview of the current supply and
demand characterisflcs in the CLWA service area). The documents and reports summarized
below are publicly available from NCWD, CLWA, or D4VR (refer to Section ~.

3.1 Local Supplies
Water derived from local sources includes groundwater pumped from the Alluvial or
Saugus Formation aquifers in the Santa Clarity Valley or from recycled water following
treatment and disinfectant at local wastewater treatrnent plants. New information about
these local sources is provided below.

3.1.1 Groundwater
The local groundwater source for the Santa Clarity Valley is the Santa Clara River Valley
Groundwater Basin and specifically the East Subbasin. The East Subbasin and the locaflon
of the Alluvial and Saugus Formation aquifers are shown on Figures 4 and 5.

3.1.1.1 Groundwater Management Plan

Water management agencies and those individuals and organizations producing water from
ttte local groundwater resources in the Santa Clarity Valley prepared and adopted a regional
Groundwater Management Plan in December 2003 (CLWA 2003c). This Plan satisfies all
applicable requirements (including those outlined in Assembly Bill [AB] 134 and AB 3030
and associated sections of the California Water Code). The Groundwater Management Plan
ouflines four specific management goals for the East Subbasin (CLWA 2003c):

1. Development of integrated surface water, groundwater, and recycled water supply to
meet existing and projected demands for municipal, agricultural, and other water
supply;

2. Assessment of groundwater basin conditions to determine a range of operational yield
values that will make use of local groundwater conjunctively with SWP and recycled
water to avoid groundwater overdraft;

3. Preservation of groundwater quality, including active characterization and resolution of
any groundwater contamination problems; and,

4. Preservation of interrelated surface water resources, which includes managing
groundwater to not adversely impact surface and groundwater discharges or quality to
downstream basin(s).

A~~ENOUM TO THE SPRANG CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR &1
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As described in the Plan, implementation of the specific management goals for the Alluvial
aquifer system would result in the preservafion of the groundwater levels and quality that is
consistent with the last 30 years of use of that resource. While some specific changes in
groundwater levels have been observed over the last 20 years, there has been no chronic
decline in groundwater level or aquifer storage. Management actions to reduce water
surface fluctuations, sustain aquifer recharge and avoid storage overdraft will accomplish
the basin objectives while continuing to use local groundwater to meet part of the existing
and anflcipated water requirements of the Santa Clarita Valley.

Implementafion of the specific management goals for the Saugus Formahion aquifer would
also result in the preservation of the groundwater levels and quality. However, pumping
rates from the Saugus Formaflon aquifer may be intermittenfly higher than the historic
pumping rates during periods of low SWP supply or other emergency conditions. Such
increases in pumping rate would withdraw a small parfion of the total aquifer storage and
successfully contribute to local water supplies while meeting the management objective.
Water stored in the Saugus Formation would be expected to recover via a reduction in
pumping during wet ar normal conditions.

Development and adoption of the regional Groundwater Management Plan does not change
the water supply available for use in the Santa Clarita Valley. However, the Plan does
provide additional assurances regarding groundwater use and protection of that use
through the four management goals listed above.

3.1.1.2 Ammonium Perchlorate Contamination

Perchlorate, originating at the former Whittaker-Bermite propellant production facility, has
been a water quality concern in groundwater basins of the Santa Clarity Valley. Perchlorate
was first detected in four wells in the Saugus Formation in 1997. In November 2002,
perchlorate was detected in one Alluvial well (Stadium well) near the Whittaker-Bermite
site, and in early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second Alluvial well. All six wells
were removed from active water service, and one of the Alluvial wells has been returned to
active water supply service with the operation of wellhead perchlorate removal technology
approved for operation by California Departrnent of Health Services (DHS; Santa Clarity
Valley Water Purveyors [SCVWP] 2006). In addition, based on zone specific modeling, very
low levels of perchlorate contamination, i.e., approximately 2 parts per billion, were found
in well NG13 (personal communication, 5. Cole 2006). However, this level is well below the
action level and the well remains in operation (personal communication, S. Cole 2006).

In November 2000, CLWA and the Local Purveyors filed a suit against the then current and
former owners of the Whittaker-Bermite site. 111e suit seeks to have the defendants cover all
costs of response, contaminant removal, remedial actions, and any liabilities or damages
caused by the contamination. In 2003, the parfles reached an interun settlement and
funding agreement, which since expired in January 2005. However, negoflaflons continue
toward reaching a final settlement (SCV WP 2006). The parties to the lawsuit have also
joinfly developed a plan to pump and treat contaminated water from some of the impacted
wells to stop the movement of the plume.

The development and implementation of a cleanup plan for the Whittaker-Bermite site and
the impacted groundwater is being coordinated among CLWA, the Local Purveyors, the
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City of Santa Clarita, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In February 2003, the DTSC and the impacted Local
Purveyors entered into an agreement in which DTSC will provide review and oversight of
the response activities being undertaken by the impacted Local Purveyors related to the
detecfion of perchlorate in the five impacted wells (SCVWP 2003).

CLWA and the affected Local Purveyors have undertaken a comprehensive groundwater
contaimnent, treatment, and restorafion project to address perchlorate contamination
(CLWA 2005c). The project would intercept the perchlorate plume in the Saugus Formation
groundwater (SCVWP 2006 and CLWA 2005c). Contaminated water would be pumped
from intercepting wells to the new treatrnent facility where the chemical would be removed
and the treated water used as part of the Santa Clarity Valley drinking water supply.
Construction is scheduled to begin in November 2006, and startup and monitoring is
planned to begin in Apri12007.

Remediation of the contaminated aquifers and lands will restore the producflon capacity of
the affected wells. Remediation will also eliminate the risk of further contamination of
water stored in either the Saugus Formafion or Alluvial aquifers.

3.1.2 Recycled Water
As water demands in the Santa Clarity Valley increase, recycled water will be an important
factor in increasing water supply reliabIlity. Los Angeles County Sanitation District
(LACSD) is the main supplier water for recycling in the CLWA service area. Distribution of
the recycled water is the responsibility of CLWA. LACSD owns and operates tcvo water
reclamation plants (WRP) in the CLWA service area, the Saugus WRP and the Valencia
WRP.

The Saugus WRI', located in District No. 26, was completed in 1962 and has undergone tcvo
expansions since that time. Its current design capacity is 6.5 million gallons per day (mgd).
Use of tertiary treated water from this plant for water recycling is permitted under the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) Order No. 87-49; however,
there is concern that reducing discharges from this plant may impact habitat in the Santa
Clara River downstream of the WRI' (both the Saugus and Valencia WRP discharge treated
water to the Santa Clara River). Because of these concerns, water from the Valencia WRP is
used for recycled purposes.

The Valencia WRP was completed in 1967. After three subsequent expansions, its current
capacity is 21.6 mgd. Use of recycled water from this plant is permitted under LARWQCB
Order No. 87-48. In July 1996, CLWA entered into an agreement with LACSD to purchase
up to 1,700 acre-feet per year (afy) of recycled water from the Valencia WRP. In 2002,
CLWA constructed facilities needed to ufllize this supply and began recycled water
deliveries in 2003.

The Saugus and Valencia WRP's together have a design capacity of 28.1 mgd. To
accommodate future growth in the Santa Clarity Valley and meet LARWQCB standards,
LACSD is expanding the Valencia WRP. The Phase I expansion of 9 mgd was completed in
2002. Phase 2 is expected to be completed in 2010 and would expand the capacity by an
additional6 mgd. There are no current plans to expand the Saugus WRP. With completion
of the Phase II expansion at the Valencia WRP, total combined capacity at the WRPs would
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be 341 mgd (35,200 afy). Table 2 provides the existing and projected future wastewater
flow for the Saugus and Valencia WRPs.

TABLE 2
Saugus and Valencia WRP Wastewater Collection and Caoaci

Type of Wastewater Capacity (a~

2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Wastewater Collected and 20,542 31,500 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200
Treated in the Service Area

Q~a~tity that meets Recycled 20,542 31,500 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200
Water Standards

Source: C~WA 2005a

Use of recycled water by CLWA is constrained by water right holders downstream of the
Santa Clarity Valley: According to Section 1211 of the California Water Code, downstream
water rights holders are protected if the source of return flow is "native water". Native
water is water that, under natural conditions, would contribute to a given stream or other
body of water. The use of "foreign water;' such as imported SWP water, by downstream
water right holders is not protected under the Water Code. Therefore, groundwater
pumped from and used in the Valley is considered "native water" while imported SWP
water is considered "foreign water". Only the percentage of foreign water discharged from
the WRPs can be diverted for recycling purposes. While CLWA has been approved to use
1,700 afy of recycled water, it may only do so if the amount of foreign water to be
discharged from the WRP's meets or exceeds this amount.

Table 3 provides the current and projected future demand and availability of recycled
water. In 2005, foreign water comprised 64 percent of the Valley's potable water supply,
while the remaining 36 percent consisted of native water. Future (2030) projected potable
water demand is expected to be met with 65 percent foreign and 35 percent native water.
This means that projected recycled water availability will be 65 percent of generated
wastewater.

TABLE 3
Current and Protected Demand and Availability of Recycled Water

Native Foreign Recycled Potable Waste- Foreign Foreign
Water Water Water Water water Water Water
Demand Demand ~ Demand Demand Flow Percentage Portion of
(afy) (afy)~ (afy) Total(afy) (afy) of Potable Wastewater
(a) (b) (c) (a+b+c) Water (afy)

Demand

2005 Projected 25,500 46,100 800 71,600 31,500 64% 20,100

2030 Future 39,700 72,800 17,931 112,500 38,200 65°/a 24,830

Source: CLWA 2005a.
Notes: (t) Foreign water includes SWP water, water transfers, and desalination.

In addition to the previously discussed sources of recycled water, the Newhall Ranch
development is planning to construct a water reclamation plant and this new source of non-
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potable water may become available to CLWA in the future. Berry Petroleum, another
potential recycled water supplier, is considering treafing the produced water from the
Placenta Oilfield and making it available for CLWA to purchase. This recycled water source
would be available on a short-term basis only because it is a by-product of oil extraction.
The use of these recycled water sources for irrigation and to meet non-potable demand
would allow CLWA to more efficienfly use and distribute its potable water, increasing the
reliability of water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley.

While actual recycled. water demand was only 448 of in 2004, projected future recycled
water demands are expected to steadily increase to 3,300 of in 2015, and 17,400 of in 2030
(CLWA 2005a). Recycled water is used for non-potable, landscape purposes.

3.2 Imported Supplies
Imported water supplies consist primarily of SWP or SWP-related supplies (such as
transfers and groundwater banking programs).

3.2.1 Semitropic Groundwater Banking Projects
In 2002 and 2003, CLWA entered into agreements with the Semitropic Water Storage District
(Semitropic) to store a porfion of CLWA's available Table A Amount under Semitropic's
groundwater banking program (CLWA 2002 and 2003a). In 2002, CLWA stored 24,000 af,
and in 2003, CLWA stored 32,522 af. Under the terms of both storage agreements, water can
be stored for up to 10 years and 90 percent of the amount stored by CLWA, or 50,870 of is
recoverable through 2013 to meet demands in the CLWA service area. Water not recovered
by CLWA after 2013 is forfeited. As described in the 2005 LT4VMP and in Section 4 below,
CLWA anficipates using the stored water for adry-year supply (CLWA 2005a).

A legal challenge was filed on CEQA grounds to CLWA's approval of its 2002 Groundwater
Banking Project and its related Negative Declaration (California Water Network v. Castaic
Lake Water Agency [Ventura Superior Court Case No. CIV 215327]). The Trial Court ruled
in favor of CLWA, and found that the approval of the project and the Negative Declaration
did not violate CEQA. The Court of Appeal decided the case in favor of CLWA and rejected
all of the petitioners claims on appeal. The decision is now final. No legal challenges were
filed to CLWA's approval of the 2003 Groundwater Banking Project or its related Negative
Declaration.

Implementation of groundwater banking agreements with Semitropic does not change the
long-term, year-by-year water supply available for use in the Santa Clarity Valley.
However, implementation of these agreements does increase the reliability of supplies for
use within the CLWA service area because water stored in Semitropic could be used to
augment dry-year supply sometime in the future.

3.2.2 CLWA Supplemental Water Project (41,000 Acre-foot Table A Transfer)
The principal component of the CLWA Supplemental Water Project is the execution of an
agreement for the transfer for 41,000 of of SWP Table A Amount and the associated
conveyance and delivery terms from Kern County Water Agency (KCWA) to CLWA. In
1999, CLWA entered into such a contract with KCWA and its member unit, the Wheeler
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Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District (WRMWSD). DWR concurred on this arrangement
and modified CLWA's water delivery contract to conform to the agreement.

This transfer of contract rights to the SWP was part of the "Monterey Amendments". These
amendments to the water delivery contract for the SWP are based on a statement of
principles that were incorporated into an omnibus revision of the long-term contracts
between DWR and most of the agencies that hold contracts governing the delivery of water
and other rights under the SWP.

Prior to the enactrnent of the Monterey Amendments and in compliance with an agreement
among the SWP contractors and DWR, the Central Coast Water Agency (CCWA), one of the
SWP contractors, acted as the lead agency for the preparation of a program EIR, which was
used to support Monterey Amendments (the "Monterey Agreement Program EIR"). Each of
the other affected SWP contractors and DWR later adopted the Monterey Agreement
Program EIR. These actions were challenged in court by the Planning and Conservation
League, Citizens Planning Association, and Plumas County. In the absence of a restraint
from the courts, DWR modified the contracts to the S4VP and implemented the various
components of the Monterey Agreement. At this point, the omnibus revision of the long-
term contracts became know as the Monterey Amendments.

CLWA later prepared and certified a Supplemental Water Project EIR (CLWA 1999) to
evaluate the agreement with KCWA, including the 41,000 of transfer. As a project contained
within the Monterey Agreement Program EIR, the Supplemental Water Project EIR was
tiered off of the Monterey Agreement Program EIR.

After CLWA's certificaflon of the Supplemental Water Project EIR, the Monterey Agreement
Program EIR was decerfified by the Court of Appeal in Planning and Conservation League v.
Dept. of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4~~ 892 (PCL). The Court of Appeal in PCL held
that DWR should have been the lead agency for the program EIR, instead of CCWA, and
required DWR to prepare and certify its own EIR for N1e Monterey Agreement. The Court
did not invalidate the Monterey Agreement or enjoin the resulting implementing transfer
contracts. Instead, the Court directed the trial court to consider whether the Monterey
Agreement should remain in place pending DWR's prepazation of a new EIR under Public
Resources Section 21168.9 and to retain jurisdiction pending certification of the new EIR.

Because it was tiered from a now decertified program EIR, the Court of Appeal decertified
CLWA's Supplemental Water Project EIR in Friends of the Snntn Clara River v. Cnstaic Lnke
Water Agenn,/ (2002) 95 Cal. App. 3d 1373 (Friends).

The Court of Appeal in Friends decerflfied CLWA's Supplemental Water Project EIR solely
because it tiered from the now decertified Monterey Agreement Program EIR. The Court
expressly found that all other contenfions concerning the legal adequacy of the EIR were
without merit. "If the PCL/tiering problem had not arisen, we would have affirmed the
judgment." Friends, supra, at 1357.

Similarly, the Court of Appeal in Friends did not enjoin the Supplemental Water Projector
its 41,000 of transfer. It instead ordered the trial court to consider whether the contract
authorizing the 41,000 of transfer should remain in place pending CLWA's preparation of a
new EIR that is not tiered from the now decertified program EIR under Public Resources
Code Section 21168. Accordingly, the Court did not issue any ruling affecting CLWA's
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ability to continue to use and rely on the 41,000 af, leaving it to the trial court to determine
whether to enjoin CLWA's use of the water pending its completion of a new EIR. Friends,
supra, at 1388.

In September 2002, on remand to the Los Angeles County Superior Court, the Friends
pehitioners applied under Public Resources Section 21165.9 to enjoin CLWA from continuing
to use and rely on water from the 41,000 of transfer. The trial court rejected that request. In
December 2003, the Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court's ruling and refused to enjoin
CLWA from continuing to use and rely on water from the 41,000 of transfer pending
complefion of a new EIR. The Friends petitioners were permitted to renew its application
based upon evidence of the actual use of such additional water for purposes it considers
improper.

Meanwhile, before the trial court in Fr2ends acted on remand, the parties to the PCL lifigation
entered into a settlement agreement, which was later approved by the Sacramento County
Superior Court. The setflement agreement provides that SWP would continue to be
admuristered and operated in accord with both the Monterey Amendments and the terms of
the setHement agreement. The settlement agreement did not invalidate or vacate the
Monterey Amendments or any water transfer effected under them, including the CLWA-
KCWA transfer. The settlement agreement recognized the pending litigation on the 41,000
of transfer and the parfles to the setHement agreement agreed that the litigation should
remain in the Los Angeles County Superior Court. The water transfer was effected and
permanent under the settlement agreement.

The CLWA Board of Directors decertified its 1999 Supplemental Water Project Final EIR on
November 27, 2002. CLWA then prepared and certified a new Supplemental Water Project
EIR in December 2004. The new Supplemental Water Project EIR, prepared in accordance
with the decisions of the Second Appellate Court, Fourth Division and the Superior Court of
Los Angeles, re-evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the transfer of the 41,000
of of SWP Table A Amount, without tiering hom the Monterey Agreement EIR (CLWA
2004). This EIR also evaluated the use of SWP facilities from Northern California to Los
Angeles County for the delivery of SWP water to the CLWA service area, and use of this
water within the CLWA service area (CLWA 2004).

Two legal challenges to CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR were filed in January
2005 in the Ventura County Superior Court (Plnnning and Consemntion Lengiie v. CLWA and
California Wnter Impact Nehuork v. CLWA). These challenges were transferred to the Los
Angeles Superior Court. The trial is scheduled for January 7, 2007.

Although CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR is currenfly being challenged in
court, CEQA requires that the EIR be conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA until a
court has judged it deficient. See Public Resources Code Section 21167.3(b), CEQA
Guidelines Section 15231.

Other court actions have addressed water planning issues in the Santa Clarita Valley and
the CLWA Supplemental Water Project specifically.

Mosfrecenfly, the Court of Appeal in Califoniin Dak Fotmdntion v. Cih~ of Santa Claritn (2005)
133 Ca1.App.4~ struck down the City of Santa Clarita's cerflfica8on of an EIR for the Gate-
King industrial project because it did not address the legal uncertainties surrounding the
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41,000 of transfer. The City's EIR included no discussion of the uncertainty regarding the
41,000 of transfer other than references to it in the appendices and responses to comments.
The Court of Appeal found this to be an inadequate analysis because it failed to inform the
public of the litigation uncertainties surrounding fl1e transfer.

The Court of Appeal's ruling in Caiifornin Onk does not prohibit reliance on the CLWA
Supplemental Water Project, including the 41,000 of transfer. The Court criticized the City's
reasoning for relying on the CLWA-imported water supply (including the 41,000 of Table A
transfer), but it did not bar the City or any other agency from relying on the transfer for
plazuiiitg, purposes.

Instead, the Court of Appeal held that the EIR must include either: (1) an analysis of why it
is appropriate to rely on the 41,000 of transfer; or in the alternafive (2) an analysis of how the
demand for water would be met without the 41,000 of entiflement. The Court held that it
was still up to the City to determine whether reliance on the 41,000 of is reasonable.

Accordingly, under California Onk, so long as the agency has analyzed the uncertainfles
surrounding this water supply, it is within the agency's province to decide whether to rely
on the transfer for planning purposes.

Despite the litigation uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 of transfer since its inception, the
transfer was completed in 1999 and the water has been continuously delivered to CLWA.
CLWA has paid approximately $47 million for the additional Table A Amount based on the
transfer. The monies have been delivered. The sales price was financed by tax-exempt
bonds. DWR recognized the transfer as permanent under the Monterey Agreement by
entering into Amendment No. 18 to CLWA's agreement, which increases its Table A
Amount by 41,000 af. The water supplies have consistenfly been allocated to CLWA based
on that entiflement ever since.

A future adverse judgment invalidating the Monterey Agreement or the 41,000 of transfer
could affect CLWA's and NCWD's ability to use water from the 41,000 of transfer and
adversely affect CLWA's and NCWD's water supplies over the long term. The new
pending challenges to the adequacy of CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR and
DWR's pending preparation of a new Monterey Agreement Program EIR therefore create
potential uncertainty regarding the 41,000 of transfer.

However, it is not reasonable to believe that pending litigation is likely to unwind executed
and completed agreements with respect to the permanent transfer of SWP water amounts,
including the 41,000 of transfer.

After review of the current avaIlable information, NCWD determines that it is appropriate
to rely upon the 41,000 of transfer for planning purposes for the following reasons:

1. The Monterey Agreement and resulting implementing transfer amendments remain
in full force and effect, and no court has questioned the validity of the Monterey
Agreement or the resulting implementing contracts.

2. The Court of Appeal refused to enjoin the reasonable use of water from the CLWA
Supplemental Water Project including the 41,000 of transfer in Fnencis.
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3. The existing SWP Water Delivery contract (including the 41,000 of transfer
amendment) remains in full force and effect, and no court has ever questioned the
validity of the contract or enjoined use of this portion of CLWA's Table A Amount.

4. DWR is preparing an EIR that will analyze all of the water transfers that were
facilitated by the Monterey Amendments; this does not preclude CLWA from
preparing and certifying its own EIR for the 41,000 of transfer, as instructed by
Friends.

5. CLWA has certified the Supplemental Water Project EIR, including the 41,000 of
Table A Amount transfer, without tiering from the Monterey Agreement EIR.

6. The 1999 CLWA Supplemental Water Project EIR for the 41,000 of transfer was
overturned solely because it tiered kom alater-decertified Monterey Agreement EIR.

7. CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR corrects the sole defect identified by
the Court of Appeal (i.e., fiering off the Monterey Agreement Program EIR).

8. CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR must be deemed to be legally
adequate until and unless it is set aside by a court.

9. Nothing in the Monterey Amendments settlement agreement precludes reliance on
the 41,000 aF transfer.

10. Nothing in the Monterey Amendments settlement agreement precludes CLWA from
preparing and certifying its new Supplemental Water Project EIR for the 41,000 of
transfer, as instructed by the Court of Appeal in Friends.

11. The Monterey Amendments settlement agreement expressly authorizes the
operafion of the SWP in accordance wiflt the Monterey Amendments, which
authorize the 41,000 of transfer.

12. The 41,000 of transfer was completed in 1999 and DWR has allocated and annually
delivered water in accordance with the completed transfer. A price was set, the
money was paid (financed by tax-exempt bonds), DWR amended CLWA's contract
to include the addifional entiflement, and the water has been continuously allocated
and annually delivered to CLWA since 2000.

13. The Los Angeles County Superior Courtin Sierra Club, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita,
et al., Case No. BS 098 722 recenfly upheld the City of Santa Clarita's EIR for
Newhall Land and Farming's Riverpark project and expressly found that the City
properly relied on the 41,000 of water transfer for planning purposes. See
Attachment A.

3.2.3 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,
Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program
CLWA has entered into a water banking agreement with the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water
Storage District (RRBWSD). The EIR for this project was certified and the project was
approved by CLWA in October 2005. Under the RRBWSD Groundwater Storage, Banking,
Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program (RRBWSD Storage and Recovery
Program), CLWA would store up to 20,000 afy of its total SWP Table A Amount for use later
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withdrawal and delivery to the CLWA service area in a future year or years when demand
in the CLWA service area is greater than supply (i.e., in drier years; CLWA 2005b).
Additional yearly storage capacity may be provided from time to time as determined by
RRBWSD, however, the maximum amount of stored water that CLWA will have in the
RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program at any time is 100,000 af. Over the life of the
project (through 2035), CLWA will be able to store a total of 200,000 of in the RRBWSD
Storage and Recovery Program (CLWA 2005b). Under the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery
Program, CLWA banked 20,000 of in 2005 and will bank 20,000 of this year (personal
communication, D. Masnada 2006).

Under the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program, CLWA may elect to deliver to
RRBWSD its excess Table A Amount or other SWP supplies available to CLWA. RRBWSD
would use this water in lieu of pumping groundwater for irrigation or would directly
recharge it to the underlying groundwater basin in recharge/percolation ponds. Upon
request, RRBWSD would return CLWA's previously stored S4VP water in one or more
years, by either (1) requesting that an equivalent amount of RRBWSD's SWP water be
delivered to CLWA (exchange); or (2) by pumping the water from its groundwater basin
(pumpback) to the Cross Valley Canal into the Edmund G. Brown California Aqueduct
(California Aqueduct), at which time the water would commingle with the SWP water in the
California Aqueduct and would be conveyed to CLWA. The water RRBWSD rehxrns to
CLWA would be delivered through the California Aqueduct to CLWA on aspace-available
basis within the capacity of SWP facilities. CLWA will be able to request the withdrawal of
20,000 afy plus any additional and available extraction capacity as determined by RRBWSD.
If RRBWSD constructs additional extraction facilities in the future, CLWA could potenfially
request up to 45,000 afy of its banked water.

This is a long-term banking and exchange project that would extend through 2035. The
RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program would improve the reliability of CLWA's existing
dry-year supplies. The purpose of flus project is to increase water supply reliability in the
Santa Clarity Valley during single or multiple dry years.

3.2.4 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
CLWA is evaluating a water acquisition agreement with the Buena Vista Water Storage
District (BVWSD) and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District (RRBWSD), referred to
as the BV4VSD/RRBWSD Water Acquisition Project. The water acquired by CLWA would
be used to meet current and future demand in its service area, and anticipated demands of
several currently idenfified sites that CLWA may soon be requested to annex into its service
area. Through the BV4VSD/RRBWSD Water Acquisition Project, CLWA would have rights
to purchase the 11,000 of annually from BVWSD/RRBWSD during the term of CLWA's
SWP Contract (2035), with an option to extend to a later date.

This ll,000 of of water acquired by CLWA would be used to meet current and future
demand in its service area or the service area as it may be extended through annexaflon. An
additiona19,000 of would be available for purchase from year-to-year, depending on the
hydrologic conditions and water availability, for a total of 20,000 af. This additional water
would only be available periodically, and while it would increase the water supply
reliability for the CLWA service area, it would not support new development.
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The Draft EIR for the CLWA Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage
District/Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
was issued in June 2006 (CLWA 2006b). The Final EIR for the project is currenfly being
prepared; the Board of Directors is expected to deternune whether to certify the EIR and
approve the project in the fall of 2006. If approved, the project would increase CLWA's
water supply by 11,000 to 20,000 afy. A portion (11,000 afy) of this water would be used to
support existing and anticipated new demands, and a portion (up to 9,000 afy) would be
used to increase the water supply reliability in the CLWA service area.

3.3 New Facilities

3.3.1 Treatment
CLWA filters and disinfects SWP water at its tcvo treatrnent plants prior to its distribution to
Local Purveyors. Since the completion of the CEQA evaluaflons for the Project, CLWA has
approved and constructed upgrades to the Earl Schmidt Water Filtration Plant and is
considering expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant. The following secfion
summari2es these actions.

The Earl Schmidt Water FIltration Plant (ESWFP) is one of two potable water treatrnent
plants in the CLWA service area. The ESWFP is located near Castaic Junction, south of Lake
Hughes Road and adjacent to Castaic Lake. It receives untreated SWP water from Castaic
Lake and treats that water to meet applicable potable water quality standards.

CLWA was evaluating designs and potential environmental impacts of the upgrade and
expansion of the ESWFP at the time of the approval of the Project. The process
modifications were designed to achieve compliance with current and proposed water
quality regulafions (CLWA 2003b). The capacity modifications to the ESWFP were intended
to accommodate a firm treatment capacity of 56 mgd (CLWA 2003b). These capacity
modifications had the additional benefits of providing: (1) a greater degree of redundancy in
treatrnent capabilities in the event of an emergency; (2) additional peak throughput capacity
to meet existing summer peaking needs; and (3) capacity to serve fuhzre growth.

CLWA approved the plans for this project in mid-2003. Construction of the ESWFP
upgrade and expansion followed the project approval. The 56 mgd plant has been
functioning with its new processing system and added capacity since the spring of 2005.

CLWA is currenfly evaluating designs for the expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatrnent
Plant (CLWA 2006a). The plans call for the unmediate expansion of this facility from its
current 30 mgd to 60 mgd. The capacity modifications would have the same benefits as
described for the ESWFP, above. The CLWA Board of Directors recenfly approved the
project and certified the Rio Vista Water Treatrnent Plant Expansion Final EIR on August 23,
2006.

Expansion of treatment capacity enhances the ability of regional water agencies to meet the
peak demands of water users. Without these expansions water purveyors would be forced
to increase the pumping capacity of groundwater wells to meet peak demands. Treatment
plant expansions do enhance the reliability of the delivery of water to users but do not add
to the reliability of the supply.
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3.3.2 Conveyance

CLWA provides treated water to the Local Purveyors via network pipelines. Since the
completion of the CEQA evaluations for the Project, CLWA has approved the extension of
the Honby Pipeline, and is in the process of extending flee Pitches Pipeline and the Sand
Canyon Pipeline and related storage reservoir.

Completion and operation of the new facilities described below does not influence the
amount of water available to support new development (like the Project) in the CLWA
service area, but does support the delivery of the avaIlable water for use to existing and
future development. Facilities upgrades in the CLWA service area significanHy contribute
to meeting peak period daily demands and provide redundancy to cope with unanticipated
outages and emergencies.

3.3.2.1 Pitches Pipeline

The Pitches Pipeline is an approximately 4,300-foot-long, 24inch lateral pipeline extension
that extends existing pipeline from just east of Interstate 5 to the intersection of the Old
Road and Sedona Way in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Pitches Pipeline carries
created imported water to the northwestern portion of CLWA's service area to supplement
existing groundwater supplies distributed by the Local Purveyors. The Pitches Pipeline
was completed in fall of 2005.

3.3.2.2 Honby Pipeline

The Honby Pipeline Project is the construction of a 9,500-foot, 60-inch buried steel water
pipeline to replace the existing 33-inch Honby pipeline, in a new alignment Construction
will occur in two stages. The first phase will include construcflon of a 2,500-foot pipeline
segment that will connect the 84-inch treated water pipeline that leads kom the RV W1'P to
the existing Honby Pipeline. The second phase will consist of the construction of the
remaining 7,000-foot segment of the pipeline. This segment will continue from the end of
the 2,500-foot segment to the new Sand Canyon pump stafion. Construction is expected to
be complete by spring 2007. This pipeline will transport water that is already part of
CLWA's supply.

3.3.2.3 Sand Canyon Pipeline

CLWA recenfly completed the construction of the Sand Canyon Pipeline and pump station,
and the construction of a related storage reservoir is currenfly underway. Construction is
expected to be completed by December 2006. The 48-inch, approximately 30,000-foot-long
water pipeline originates near the intersection of Furnivall Avenue and Santa Clara Street
where the new Sand Canyon pump station is located. The pipeline travels southeast from
the new pump stafion and terminates at the new storage reservoir being constructed west of
Rolling Hills Avenue and Warmuth Road. The new pump stafion wIIl provide the lift to
transport water to the 7-million-gallon storage reservoir and ensure that adequate pressure
is available throughout the project's service zone.
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3.4 Plans and Reports

3.4.1 NCWD Water Supply Report
In late 2004, NCWD prepared an assessment of regional water supplies to assist the agency
in determining if currenfly available and reasonably foreseeable water sources will be
sufficient to meet existing and anticipated future water demands (NCWD 2004). This
assessment characterized the local and imported water supplies available to NCWD, the
reliability of those water supplies and the projected water demands for the Santa Clarity
Valley, and those within the NCWD service area. The assessment followed the guidelines in
the California Water Code Secfions 10910-10912 for approach, required information, and the
criteria for determining supply sufficiency to allow NCWD to facilitate the use of the
information in the Water Supply Report in future.

NCWD evaluated various methods of predicting future water demands. The various
methods included regional projections of per capita use estimates, exirapolafion of historic
water connection to new water connections, and econometric approaches using planned
land use. The extrapolation of historic water connection method (with consideration of the
results of the other methods) was used in this report.

It was determined that the total annual demand within the NCWD service area at build-out
of the approved land use (at an indeterminate date) would be 29,150 af. Water connections
were expected to increase to 14,550 by 2025. Water demand (with anticipated conservation
measures) was expected to increase to 17,400 afy by 2025.

NCWD reviewed the status of each of the local and imported water supplies, their
constraints, reliability, and augmentafion possibilifles. Based on those analyses sufficient
water supplies appeared to be available to meet anticipated demand through 2025. This
determinafion included normal, multiple dry, and single dry year conditions along with the
use of local groundwater, imported, banked, and recycled supplies.

3.4.2 Santa Clarity Valley Water Reports
Water management agencies in the Santa Clarity Valley have prepared the annual.Santa
Clnrita Valley Water Report (SCV4VR) since 1998. This report provides the current
information about water supplies (including the local groundwater resources, S4VP water
supplies, water conservation supplies and recycled water) and demands. The 2005 edition
reviews the sufficiency and reliability of current supplies compared to existing demand and
provides ashort-term ouflook of the supply-demand relationship for 2006.

As described in the most recent SCV WR, the total water demand in the Santa Clarity Valley
in 2005 was approximately 83,60 af. Approximately 85 percent (70,8D0 a~ of this demand
was delivered for municipal use and the remainder (12,800 afl was for agricultural and
other (miscellaneous) uses. As a result of the significantly wet conditions that prevailed
through winter and spring, total demand in 2005 was approximately five percent lower than
in 2004, and about nine percent lower than had been esfimated in the previous SCV WR.
The total water demands were met by a combination of about 45,100 of from local
groundwater resources, about 38,000 of of SWP water, and about 450 of of recycled water.
Groundwater supplies were used to meet nearly 32,300 of for municipal demand and 12,800

A~OENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR 3-07
OCTOBER 200fi



SECTION 3: NEW RELEVANT INFORMATION

of for agricultural and other uses. Groundwater supplies from the alluvial aquifer produced
approximately 38,700 of and slighfly less than 6,500 of were pumped from the underlying,
deeper Saugus Formation. Alluvial aquifer pumping represented about a 5,000 of increase
from 2004 while pumping from the Saugus formation was essentially unchanged. Neither
pumping volume resulted in any overall change in ongoing groundwater conditions (water
levels, water quality, etc.) in either aquifer system. S4VP deliveries to the Local Purveyors
decreased by about 9,000 of from the volume delivered in 2004.

Table 4 provides a summary of the water uses and supplies in the Santa Clarity Valley in
2005.

TABLE 4
Summary of 2005 Water Supplies and Uses (acre-feet
Municipal

State Water Project 38,034

Groundwater (Total) 32,316

Alluvial Aquifer 26,368

Saugus Formation 5,948

Recycled Water 438

Subtotal 70,788

Agriculture/Miscel I aneou s

State Water Project -

Groundwater (Total) 12,785

Alluvial Aquifer 12,280

Saugus Formation 505

Subtotal 12,785

Total 83,573

Source: SCVWP 2005

CLWA's final allocation of Table A from the SWP for 2005 was 90 percent, or 85,680 af.
Utilizing SWP contract provisions, CLWA elected to "carry over" unused remaining Table
A Amount into 2006. The total avaIlable SWP supply in 2005 was S8,3S2 af, including 2,702
of of 2004 carryover delivered in early 2005. CLWA deliveries were 38,034 of to the
Purveyors and 20,000 of to the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program (described above),
with 31,377 of of the 2005 Table A Amount for potential carryover to 2006. In 2005, CLWA
did not need to supplement water supplies from the two groundwater banking agreements
with Seatitropic.

The SCVWR also provided a review of the status of the water resources available for use in
the Santa Clarity Valley and applicable water management plans. Management plans for
the Alluvial aquifer anticipate withdrawals in the range of 30,000 to 40,000 afy in
average/normal years, and 30,000 to 35,000 afy in dry years. Pumping from the Alluvial
aquifer was 38,700 of in 2005. Higher than average precipitation in late 2004 and 2005
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resulted in significant water level recovery in the eastern part of the basin, continuing the
overall trend of fluctuating groundwater levels witlwi a generally constant range over the
last 30 years. On a long-term basis, there is no evidence of any historic or recent trend
toward permanent water level or storage decline.

These ongoing data indicate that the Alluvial aquifer remains in good operating condition
and can continue to support pumping in the range described above without adverse results
(e.g., long-term water level decline or degradafion of groundwater quality). While there
have been historical fluctua8ons in groundwater level and quality, typically associated with
variations in precipitation and sireamflow, there has been no long-term trend toward
groundwater quality degradation; groundwater produced hom the Alluvial aquifer remains
a viable municipal and agricultural water supply.

All other Alluvial wells operated by the Purveyors continue to be used for municipal water
supply service; those wells near the Whittaker-Bermite property are routinely sampled and
perchlorate has not been detected. The inactivation of Alluvial wells due to perchlorate
contamination (described above) does not limit the Purveyors' ability to produce
groundwater from the Alluvial aquifer in accordance with the groundwater operating plan.

Management plans for the Saugus Formation aquifer anticipate withdrawals in the range of
7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years and 21,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three
consecuflve dry years. These management plans describe that such short-term pumping can
be recharged during subsequent wet/normal years to allow groundwater levels and storage
to recover, as it has in historical periods. Total pumping from the Saugus Formation was
slightly less than 6,500 of in 2005. On average, pumping from the Saugus Formation has
been about 7,000 afy since 1980. Both rates are near the lower end of the range of use of the
water within the formation. As a result of long-term relatively low pumping from the
Saugus Formation, groundwater levels in that aquifer have remained essentially constant
over the last 35 to 40 years. Ammonium perchlorate contamination from the Whittaker-
Bermite facility continued to force the closure of four wells in the Saugus Formafion
(described above). Despite the inactivated Saugus wells, the Purveyors still have sufficient
pumping capacity in other wells to meet the planned normal range of Saugus pumping.

The 2005 SCV WR also provided up-to-date information on historical and current water
deliveries by water source type. This information is provided in Table 5. The SCWVR
identified that water demands and supplies fluctuate from year to year in response to
climatic conditions. For example, while the long-term urbanization of the Santa Clarity
Valley has resulted in a long-term increase in demand for urban uses, demand in 2005 was
approximately five percent less than in 2004, principally as a result of a lengthy rainy
season. Water supplies for 2006 were expected to be sufficient to meet H1e needs of the
CLWA service and allow for the banking of an additiona120,000 of in the RRBWSD's
Storage and Recovery Program. Previously banked water in the Semitropic Groundwater
Storage Bank is not anticipated to be needed in 2006.
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TABLE 5
Municipal Water Supply Utilization by the Local Purveyors

Year State Water Alluvial Saugus Recycled Total
Project Aquifer Formation Water Municipal

1980 1,125 16,625 4,569 0 22,319

1981 5,816 14,056 4,950 0 24,822

1982 9,659 8,664 3,569 0 21,912

1983 9,185 8,803 3,398 0 21,386

1984 ~ 10,996 12,581 3,809 0 27,386

1985 11,823 12,519 4,140 0 28,482

1986 13,759 12,418 4,975 0 31,152

1987 16,285 12,630 4,962 0 33,877

1988 19,033 12,197 6,404 0 37,634

1989 21,618 13,978 7,217 0 42,813

1990 21,613 13,151 8,302 0 43,066

1991 7,968 17,408 14,417 0 39,793

1992 13,911 16,897 10,458 0 41,266

1993 13,393 19,808 10,151 0 43,352

1994 14,389 20,068 11,531 0 45,988

1995 16,996 20,590 8,087 0 45,673

1996 18,093 24,681 7,373 0 ~ 50,147

1997 22,148 25,273 6,752 0 54,173

1998 20,254 23,898 4,706 0 48,858

1999 27,282 27,240 2,728 0 57,250

2000 32,579 25,216 3,193 0 60,988

2001 35,369 22,055 3,267 0 60,691

2002 41,768 22,097 4,360 0 68,225

2003 44,419 19,397 3,581 7~0 68,097

2004 47,205 18,970 5,701 448 72,324

2005 38,034 26,368 5,948 438 70,788

Source: SCVWP 2005
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3.4.3 2005 Urban Water Management Plan
Water management agencies in the Santa Clarity Valley prepared and approved an updated
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) in 20052. The approved UWMP provides a
framework to guide long-term plaiuling and management actions by the regional water
agencies. It also provides a broad perspecflve on a number of water supply issues to the
public and provides information regarding:

• the potential sources of supply and their reasonable probable yield;

• the probable demand, given a reasonable set of assumptions about regional growth and
implementation of good water management practices; and

• an assessment of how the supply will be able to meet demand in the next 20 years.

The UWMP contains a descripfion of the historic and current water use and a description of
the methodology used to project fixture demands within CLWA's service area. Water use was
divided into applicable land use categories (residential, industrial, insfltutional, landscape,
agricultural, and other). Existing land use data and approved new water connection
informafion were compiled kom each of the Local Purveyors. Future projections of demand
were based on information in the "One Valley One Vision" (OVOV) report, a joint planning
effort by the City of Santa Clarity and the County of Los Angeles. This information was then
compared to historical trends for new water service connections and customer use factors
considering clunafic and water conservation effects. Historic water demands are shown in
Figure 6, and projected future water demands are provided in Table 6.

The 2005 UWMP also contains a description of existing and reasonably anticipated water
resources available to CLWA and the Local Purveyors. These descriptions include the
various sources of water, the amount of water that would be expected to be available under
normal years and during periods of single year and multiple year droughts.

Table 7 provides the exisfing and anticipated water supplies for use within the CLWA service
area, and the associated assumpfions and caveats, as were described in the 2005 UWMP.

Reliability planning and the inherent nature of the delivery reliabIlity of each of the water
sources were reviewed in the 2005 UWMP. This discussion included:

• characterisfics of the local groundwater supplies kom the alluvial and Saugus
Formation aquifers;

• the fiming and availability of recycled water;

• supplies from the S4VP, provisions of the water supply contract and the anficipated
delivery reliability of those supplementary supplies (as described in the 2005 SWP
Delivery Reliability Report (DWR 2006b)); and

2 The California Legislature enacted the Urban Water Management Planning Actin 1983. This act has been
implemented through Water Code Sections 10610 - 10656. The Act states that every urban water supplier lhat provides water
to 3,0 0 or more customers, or that provides over 3,000 aye-feet of water annually, should make every effort to ensure the
appropriate level of reliability in its water service sufficient to meet the needs of its various categories of customers during
normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The Act describes the contents of the Urban Water Management Plans as well as how
urban water suppliers should adopt and implement the plans.
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FIGURE 6
Historical Annual Total Demand in the CLWA Service Area

SOURCE: CL WA 2005.

TABLE 6
Projected Water Demands in the CLWA Service Area

Purveyor Demand (a~ Annual
Increase

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

CLWA'sSCWD 30,400 35,000 39,100 43,100 47,100 51,100 2.1°/a

LACWWD#36 1,300 1,600 1,800 2,000 2,000 2,800 3.1°/a

NCWD 11,800 14,400 16,000 17,700 19,300 21,000 2.4%

VWC 30,200 35,100 40,200 43,700 50,600 54,400 2.4%

ToWI Purveyor 73,700 8fi,100 97,100 106,500 119,400 129,300 2.2°/a

Agricultural / 15,600 13,950 12,300 10,650 9,000 9,00 -
Private Uses

Total(w/o 89,300 100,050 109,400 117,15D 126,400 138,300 -
conservation)

Conservation (7,370) (8,610) (9,710) (10,650) (11,940) (12,930) -

TOtal 81,930 97,440 99,690 106,500 116,460 125,370 1.3°h
w/conservation

Source: CLWA 2005a.
1. Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of demand resulting from conservation best management
practices
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TABLE 7
Existing and Planned Water Suoolies in the CLWA Service Area

Water Supply Sources Supply (a~

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

r Existing Supplies

Imported (Wholesale) 70,380 73,660 75,560 76,080 77,980 77,980

SWP Table A Supply Z 65,700 67,600 69,500 71,400 73,300 73,300

Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) 3 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680

Flexible5torageAccount 0 1,380 1,380 0 0 0
(Ventura County) 3'"

Local Suppifes

Groundwater 40,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000

Alluvial Aquifer 35,000 35,000 35.000 35,000 35,000 35,000

Saugus Formation 5,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000

Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700

ToWI Existing Supply 112,080 121,360 123,260 123,780 125,680 125,680

Semilropic Water Bank' 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0

Total Existing Banking Programs 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0

Planned Supplies

Local Supplies

Groundwater 0 10 000 10 000 20 000 20 000 20 000

Restored wells (Saugus 0 10,000
Formation)

New Welis (Saugus Formation) 0 0

Recycled Water 0 0

Transfers

Buena Vista/Rosedale-Rio Brevo6 0 11,000

Total Planned Supplies 0 21,000

10,000 10,000 1 D,000 10,000

0 10,000 10,000 10,000

1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700

11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000

22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700

Rosedale-Rio Bravo 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000

Additional Planned Banking 0 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000

Total Planned Banking Programs 0 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

Source: CLWA 2005a.
1. The values shown under "Existing Supplies" and "Planned Supplies" are supplies projected to be available in
average/normal years. The values shown under "Exiting Banking Programs" and "Planned Banking Programs" are
either total amounts currently in storage, or the maximum capacity of program withdrawals.
2. SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 of by percentages of average
deliveries projected to be available, then from Table 6-5 of DWR's "Excerpts from Working Drak of 2005 SWP Delivery
Reliability Report (May 2005).
3. Supplies shown are total amounts that can be withdrawn and would typically 6e used only during dry years.
4. Initial term of the Ventura County entities' flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2013).
5. Supplies shown are the total amount currently in storage and would typically be used only during dry years.
Once the current storage amount is withdrawn, this supply would no longer be available, and this supply is not available
after 2013.
6. CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the demands of future annexations to the
CLWA service area.
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various flexible water supply arrangements (e.g.; the flexible storage account with DWR,
water banking agreements with Semiisopic Water District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo
Water Storage District, and the water supply agreement with the Buena Vista Water
Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage Disfrict) established by
CLWA to meet water demands in years when local and SWP supplies were insufficient
to meet water user demands.

Aiso included in the 2005 UWMP are descripfions of water Demand Management Measures
and the Best Management Practices implemented by CLWA as a part of water conservation
programs to result in quantifiable water savings for the Valley, and a Water Shortage
Contingency Plan and a Drought Emergency Water Sharing Agreement have been prepared
by CLWA and the Local Purveyors.

The IIWMP was the subject of a series of public outreach actions, including two public
hearings. It was adopted by the water management agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley in
late 2045.

In February 2006 a pefiflon challenging the 2005 UWMP was filed by California Water
Impact Network and Friends of the Santa Clara River in the Ventura Superior Court. The
petition alleges that the plan violated the Urban Water Management Planning Act because it
overstates availability of local groundwater and SWP supplies thereby facilitating
unsustainable urban development and resulting in harm to public trusE resources involving
the contribution to the water flows and quality of water in the Santa Clara River and its
habitat. These challenges were transferred to the Los Angeles Superior Court and the
litigation is pending (Los Angeles County Superior Court Case BS 103295).

3.4.4 Monterey Agreement and the SWP Reliability Report
During the 1990s, disagreements arose between DWR and the agencies that hold contracts
for SWP water (S4VP contractors) about how available SWP supplies should be allocated.
The S4VP contractors and DWR agreed to negotiate a settlement of their differences and
develop a new approach to managing SWP resources through a major overhaul of the Water
Supply Contracts. After a series of exhaustive negotiating sessions, an agreement was
reached in December 1994 in Monterey, California on a set of principles, known as the
"Monterey Agreement." The Monterey Agreement principles were implemented through
an amendment to the Water Supply Contracts between DWR and the SWP contractors,
which became known as the "Monterey Amendment." The Monterey Amendment was
approved in 1995 and went into effect in August 1996.

A Program EIR analyzing the environmental impacts of the Monterey Amendment
(Monterey Agreement EIR) was prepared and certified by the Central Coast Water
Authority (CCWA) in 1995.

As discussed in Section 3.2.2 of this Addendum, in late 1995, a lawsuit was filed by the
Planning and Conservation League (PCL), Plumas County Water Conservafion and Flood
Control District (Plumas Counly), and Citizens Plaiuiing Association of Santa Barbara
County (CPA) (collectively referred to as the "plainfiffs') challenging the EIR. The plaintiffs
argued that the environmental impact analysis prepared was inadequate because CCWA
was not a proper lead agency and the EIR analysis did not reflect the inability of the SWP to
deliver full Contract amounts to SWP contractors, even though they held contractual
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"enflflements" to those supplies. In 2000, the California State Court of Appeal (Third
District) found that a new EIR must be prepared.

Discussions to mediate a setflement began in 2001 and were finalized in May 2003. All
parties to the litigation have signed the settlement agreement. The settlement agreement
calls for DWR to prepare a new EIR pursuant to CEQA, while the Monterey Amendment's
provisions remain in operation. Pursuant to the setHement agreement, the parties are
preparing a new EIR The new EIR will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of
changes to SWP operations incorporated in the Monterey Amendment and the settlement
agreement. The settlement agreement did not change the substance of the Monterey
Amendment, but addressed the process by which the new Monterey Amendment EIR will
be prepared. The settlement agreement also calls for DWR to produce a biennial SWP
Delivery Reliability Report.

The Departrnent of Water Resources (DWR) issued The SWP Delivery Reliability Report
2005 (DWR 2006b) to update information presented in the similar 2002 report (DWR 2003).
A draft of the SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 underwent extensive public review in
late-2005. The informafion contained in the 2005 report was recommended by DWR for use
by SWP contractors in developing their 2005 Urban Water Management Plans.

The S4VP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 presented D4VR's current information regarding
the annual water delivery reliability of the SWP for existing and future levels of
development in the water source areas, assuming historical patterns of precipitation. This
report reviewed the general subject of water delivery reliability and discussed how DWR
determines delivery reliability for the SWP. A discussion of the analysis tool (the CaLSim II
computer simulation model), the analyses, and peer review regarding the accuracy of
Ca1Sim II and its suitabIlity for use in this report was included3. Finally, esflmates of SWP
delivery reliability today and in the fixture were provided along with examples of how to
incorporate this informafion into local water management plans.

The SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 did not include analyses of how specific water
agencies should integrate SWP water supply into their water supply equation. The reports
identified that such integration requires extensive informafion about local facilities, local
water resources, and local water use, which is beyond the scope of the State-wide report.
Moreover, such an analysis would require decisions about water supply and use that
traditionally have been made at the local level. DWR identified that local officials (like
CLWA) should continue to fill this role. Chapter 6 of the 2005 Report provided examples to
help local agencies incorporate the information presented in this report into local water
management assessments.

~ The critical data in the 2002 and 2005 Reports are based upon water delivery predictions using a wmputer
simulation model, CalSim II. Public criticism of this analytical approach centers on two areas: (t) the ability of CalSim II io
simulate "real world" conditions and accurately estimate SWP deliveries; and (2) the inability of the approach to account for
future uncertainties such as changes in the climate pattern or levee failure in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Oella due to
flooding or an earthquake. While no model is perfect, DWR is satisfied with the degree to which CalSim II simulates actual,
read-world operations of the SWP. When professional judgment is used with the knowledge o(the IimitaUons of CalSim II and
the assumptions used in the studies, CalSim II is a useful tool in assessing the delivery reliability of the SWP. The studies and
peer review related to CalSim II are diswssed in Chapter 3 and Appendix E of the 2005 Report.
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The 2005 Report (DWR 2006b) provided information on five Ca1Sim II model studies.
Studies 1, 2, and 3 were from the 2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report while studies 4 and 5
were developed specifically for the 2005 Report. The results of studies 1, 2 and 3 were
included in for comparison purposes.

The results of these studies as summarized in Table 8 for average, maximum, and murimum
deliveries for SWP contractors south of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

TABLE 8
Table A Deliveries for SWP Contractors South of the delta

Study Average Delivery Maximum Delivery Minimum Delivery

Thousand Percent of Thousand Percent of Thousand Percent of
afy Maximum afy Maximum afy Maximum

Table A Table A Table A

2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report

1.2001 Study 2,962 72°/a 3,845 93°/a 804 19%

2. 2021A Study 3,083 75% 4,128 100% 830 20%

3. 20218 Study 3,130 76% 4,133 100% 830 20%

2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (Updated Studies)

4. 2005 Sfudy 2,818 66% 3,848 93°/a 159 4%

5. 2025 Sfudy 3,178 77% 4,133 100% 187 5%

Source: DWR 2006b.
Note: Maximum Delta Table A is 4.133 million acre-feet per year.

The results of these studies for a variety of dry-year scenarios are provided in Table 9.
Information is provide for both current (Study 4) and for 20 years in the fuhxre (Study 5).

TABLE 9
Average and Dry-year Table A Delivery from the Delta

Average Single dry- 2-year 4-year 6-year &year
1922-1994 year (1977) drought drought drought drought

(1976-1977) (1931-1934) (1987-1992) (1929-1934)

2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report

1.2001 Study 72°/a 19% 48% 37% 41°/a 40°/a

2. 2021 A Study 75% 20% 44°/a 39°/a 40% 41°/a

3. 2021 B Study 76% 20% 44°/a 39% 40% 41 °/a

2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (Updated Studies)

4. 2005 S1Udy 68% 4% 41°/a 32% 42% 37%

5. 2025 Sttldy 77% 5% 40% 33% 42% 38%

Source: DWR 2006b

The anticipated average delivery of SWP forecast in the SWP Water Delivery Reliability
Report (DWR 2006b) are similar to those found in prior DWR (2003) report. Anticipated
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delivery in a single-year drought scenario is significanfly less than those previously
published. These result tend to demonstrate the need for water banking programs such as
those implemented by CLWA (e.g., Semitropic and RRBWSD) to reduce or eliminate the
anticipated delivery amounts in single dry years. The results of the SWP Water Delivery
Reliability Report (DWR 2006b) were incorporated into the 2005 Urban Water Management
Plan (CLWA 2005a).

3.4.5 Global Warming
The potential effects of increasing atrnospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide and other
g̀reenhouse gases' and the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth's
atrnosphere and oceans have been the subject of considerable technical analysis and political
debate. The natural phenomena (e.g.; temperature, rainfall) that together form the climate
of a particular region vary from day-to-day and year-to-year. The variation in climate can
be a result of natural, internal processes or in response to external forces from both human
and non-human causes, including solar activity, volcanic emissions, and greenhouse gases.
There is little controversy that the earth's atmosphere has warmed over the last century.
The detailed causes of this change remain an active field of research. However, there is
increasing amount of scientific evidence that identifies greenhouse gases as the primary
cause of the recent waz~ming. This conclusion can be controversial, especially outside the
scientific community. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency maintains a website
summarizing the most recent scienfific evaluations and current news on the global warming
issue at: http://vosemite.ep~ov/oar/~lobalwarmingnsf/content/index.html.

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-O5
establishing greenhouse gas emissions targets for California and requiring biennial reports
on potential climate change effects on several areas, including water resources. In June 2006
DWR published a Technical Memorandum Report entifled Progress on Incarporating
Climate Change into Plamting and Management of California's Water Resources in response
to the Executive Order (DWR 2006a).

This Technical Memorandum Report describes progress made incorporating climate change
into existing water resources planning and management tools and methodologies. Some
preliminary results on the potenfial effects of climate change are presented. While the
analyses presented in that report used many of the most current scientific techniques and
were reviewed by experts, all of the results are preliminary. They incorporate several
assumptions, reflect a limited number of climate change scenarios, and do not address the
likelihood of each scenario. Policy implications of clunate change and recommendations to
respond to the future demands for water are identified as beyond the scope of the report.

The Report covers a wide range of topics addressing climate change and its potenflal impact
on California's water resources. These include the following:

• Causes of climate change and potential threat to California's water resources, and
measures that could be taken to adapt to or mitigate flee effects of climate change.

• Background and approach used for the climate change analyses included and the
climate change scenarios used in the Report.
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Potential impacts of the selected climate change scenarios on SWP and Central Valley
Project operations. Results presented include changes in reservoir inflows, delivery
reliability, and annual average carryover storage. It also discusses the interaction of
various regulatory and operational conflicts such as water allocations, flood control, in-
stream flow requirements, and water quality requirements. The Report also presented
the implications for possible changes to operations that could mitigate the effects of
clunate change. However, these operational changes are left for future work.

Potential impacts to Delta water quality and water levels, including effects of modified
Delta inflows and exports on compliance with water quality standards and the
implications of sea level rise.

• Implications of global warming for managing floods.

Potential increases in crop water use due to global warming, and application of analysis
tools to assess changes in estimated net irrigation requirements for crops.

In addition, the Report included directions for further work to incorporate clunate change
into California's water resources management. This includes probability estimates of
potential climate change scenarios in order to provide policymakers with both ranges of
impacts and the likelihoods associated with those unpacts.

Based on the informaflon provided in the Report, Table 10 provides a summary of the
anticipated future effects of global climate change on California's water resources and the
consequences of those effects.

TABLE 10
Potential Effects of Climate Chance on California's Water Resources and Expected Conseouences

Potential Water Resource Expected Consequence
Impact

Reduction of the State's Average Potential loss of 5 million acre-feet or more of average annual water
Annual Snowpack storage in the State's snowpack

Increased challenges for reservoir management and balancing the
competing concerns of flood protection and water supply

Changes in the Timing, Intensity, Potential increased storm intensity and increased potential for flooding
Location, Amount, and Variability
of Precipitation Possible increased potential for droughts

Long-term Changes in Watershed Changes in the intensity and timing of runoff
Vegetation and Increased
Incidence of Wildfires Possible increased incidence of flooding and increased sedimentation

Sea Level Rise Inundation of coastal marshes and estuaries

Increased salinity intrusion into the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta

Increased potential for Delta levee failure

Increased potential far salinity intrusion into coastal aquifers (groundwater)

Increased potential for flooding near the mouths of rivers due to backwater
effects
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TABLE 10
Potential Effects of Climate Change on California's Water Resources and Expected Consequences

Potential Water Resource Expected Consequence
Impact

Increased Water Temperatures Possible critical effects on listed and endangered aquaiic species

Increased environmental water demand for temperature control

Possible increased problems with foreign invasive species in aquatic
ecosystems

Potential adverse changes in water quality, including the reduction of
dissolved oxygen levels

Changes in Urban and Agricultural Changes in demand patterns and evapotranspiration rates
Water Demand

Source: DWR 2006a.

Other recent DWR documents have addressed the potential for climate change, the potential
effects on water resources management, and the applicabIlity of existing models to simulake
current and future conditions that would be likely to occur over the next 20-years. OtYter
evaluations (see http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/biennial_reports/2006report/)have
used readily available models and other water management tools to assess the affects of
various global climate change scenarios on water supplies in California. DWR addressed
the need to consider global climate change as part of long-term plamiing for the
management of California's water resources in the Bulletin 160: California Water Plan
Update - 2005. This report acknowledged that

Cnlifornin's fi~fure hydrologic conditions will likely be different from pntterns
obseraed over the pest ce~ihay. Predictions include inerensed temperatures,
reductions to the Sierrn snowpack, earlier snawnieit, and a rise in sen 1eve1, although
the extent and timing of the changes remain uncertain. ...

Managing water resaiu~ces with climate change could prove different than mannging
for histolicnl climnte anriabilih~ because climate ehnnge rnuld produce }cydrologie
conditions, aarinbilih,/, ana extremes that are different from what current water
systems zaere designed to manage; ...

At present, the extent of climate change impacts is uncertain. As more sopYristicafed
tools are developed nncl more sh~dies are completed, better r~uantificntion mn~ be
possible. ... Incorporating flexibilih~ anti adaptnbilih~ into our current system enn
strengflten our abilih~ to respond to change. Flexible systems contribute to beneficial
operations both under current ns weii ns future climate eonclitions by allowing
management ndjusfinents or midcourse corrections without caaising major economic
and social disniptions.... (DWR 2005)

The SWP Delivery Reliability Report addressed the need to incorporate some of the
uncertainfies of global warming with regard to planning and operafion of the SWP, as
described in the following excerpt from the Report:
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Until the impacts of climnte change on precipitation and nuioff pattenas iii California
are better quantified, future weather patterns nre usually assumed to be similar to
those iii the past, especially where there is a significant histoficnl rainfall record. "~°~

The Stafe Water Project analyses contained in this reparE are bused upon 73 years of
histoincal records (1922-1994) for rainfall anc~ runoff tlwt have been adjusted to
reflect the current anc~ future leaels of deneloprr~ent in the source areas b~ analyzing
land use patterns and projecting future Innd and water use. These series of clnta are
then used to forecast tj~e amount of water available to the SWP under current and
fithtre conditions.

The assumption that past rainfall-runoff patterns will be repeated in the future has
an inherent uncerfainh~, especially giaen the evolving inforniation on the potential
effects of global climate cluinge. (DYVR 2006x)

The California Assembly and Senate recenfly passed Assembly Bill 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. This act requires the State Air Resources Board to adopt a
statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas
emissions levels in 1990 and establish a mechanism to achieve this limit by 2020. The bill
also requires the Board to adopt regulations for reporting and verifying statewide
greenhouse gas emissions and to monitor and enforce compliance with the greenhouse gas
emissions program. As of September 5, 2006, Assembly Bi1132 was enrolled and awaiting
the Governor's signature.

3.5 Sacramento•San Joaquin Delta Limitations
Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project in 2001, a variety of actions have occurred
or are planned for fl1e Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. These actions range from changes in
water management infrastructure to changes in water quality requirements to protect the
biological resources in the Delta. A description of some of the more substantial changes in
the Delta region is provided below:

CALFED Litigation—The CALFED Bay Delta Program is an association of agencies and
stakeholders whose goal is to develop and implement along-term plan to address
chronic water supply and environmental problems in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River
Delta and San Francisco Bay. This association has developed a Program Action Plan
that provides a framework for the implementation of projects within the CALFED
Program. The major program components are ecosystem restoration; water supply
reliability (including water use efficiency, water transfers, watershed management,
water storage, and water conveyance); water quality; and levee system integrity. An
Environmental Impact Statement/EIR was prepared for the CALFED Program in 1999
and was cerflfied in August 2000. Three separate cases concerning the CALFED process
were originally filed in Superior Court in Sacramento, Fresno, and Orange counties, and
the cases were coordinated for trial proceedings before the Superior Court, Sacramento
County. In April 2003, a Sacramento Superior Court upheld the EIR and its certification
under CEQA. However, this judgment was reversed, in part, by the Third Appellate
Court of California. The components of the CALFED Program continue to be
implemented.
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Environmental Watex Account—The Environmental Water Account (EWA) is a
cooperative water management program designed to provide protection to at-risk native
fish species of the Delta estuary while improving water supply reliability for water
users. The EWA program makes environmentally beneficial changes in the operations
of the SWP and the Central Valley Project (at no uncompensated water loss to the
Central Valley Project and 54VP water users). The protective actions for at-risk native
fish species proposed as part of the EWA would range from reducing Delta export
pumping to augmenting instream flows and Delta outflows. Beneficial changes in SWP
and Central Valley Project operations could include changing the timing of some flow
releases from storage and the timing of water exports from the Delta pumping plants to
coincide with periods of greater or lesser vulnerability of various fish species to
environmental conditions in the Delta. DWR and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) released the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR for the
EWA in January 2004.

South Delta Improvements Program—The South Delta Improvements Program (SDIP)
was included in the CAL.FED Program. The SDIP consists of two major components: (1)
physical and structural improvements in the south Delta; and (2) operational
improvements at the SWP's Clifton Court Forebay. The physical and structural
improvements consists of the following: construction and operation of permanent
operable gates at up to four locations in the south Delta channels to protect fish and
meet the water level and, through improved circulation, water quality needs for local
irrigation diversions; channel dredging to improve water conveyance; and modification
of 24 local agricultural diversions. The operafional components consider raising the
permitted diversion limit into the SWP Clifton Court Forebay from 6,680 cubic feet per
second (cfs) to 8,500 cfs. DWR and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation released a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/EIR for fl1e SDIP in October 2005.

North Delta Flood Control and Ecosystem Restoration Project—The channel system in
several of flee streams in the North Delta lacks capacity to convey flows kom the
upstream watershed through the Delta to the San Joaquin River and to the San Francisco
Bay. In concert with the CALFED Program, the North Delta Flood Control and
Ecosystem Restoration Project, also referred to as the North Delta Improvements Project
(NDIP), is designed to implement flood control improvements in a manner that also
contributes to ecosystem restoration, water quality, and water supply reliabIlity
concerns in the North Delta. The NDIP will improve water conveyance, improve water
supply reliabIlity, facilitate reductions in salinity, recommend ecosystem restoration
actions, and improve levee stability and integrity while minimizing impacts to
agricultural and recreation resources. DWR and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
published a Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation for the EIS/EIR on this project in
January 2003.

Delta Levee Improvements—There are over 1,600 miles of aging levees in the Delta.
The integrity of these levees has been of concern for some time and was brought to the
forefront after the failure of the Delta's Jones Tract levee in 2004, and subsequent levee
failures and flooding due to hurricane Katrina in New Orleans in 2005. There are a
variety of on-going and planned activities related to improving the integrity of the
levees in the Delta.
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• Other SWI' and/or Central Valley Project Operations Projects—There are a variety of
on-going and planned projects related to the operations of the SWP and Central Valley
Project. These include, but are not limited to the following: 2004 Long-Term Central
Valley Project Operations Criteria and Plan; San Luis Reservoir Low-Point Study; and
the Delta-Mendota Canal/California Aqueduct Intertie.

Endangered Species Considerarions—Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project
some protected species in the Delta, such as the Delta smelt, have experienced
significant declines in their abundance. A variety of acfions, projects, and plans have
been implemented or are in the plaruting stages to address these species issues. These
actions are being undertaken by a variety of federal, state, and local agencies. Several
federal, state and local agencies, including the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the National Oceanic and Atmosphere Administration-Fisheries, DWR,
certain water management wholesale and retail agencies, have initiated new species
conservation planning and permitting activities for anticipated and ongoing water
management operations in the Delta.

The 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report and the modeling analysis conducted for that
report took into account the effects of many of these changes on water supply, quality, and
supply reliability for SWP contractors south of the Delta. It is anticipated that future SWP
Delivery ReliabIlity Reports will take into account the effects of additional projects and
programs as they are implemented.

3.6 Santa Clarita River TMDLs
Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project, two Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 4
were completed for chlorides and nitrogen on the Santa Clara River. These TMDLs are
described below.

F~~t9i1
In recent years, elevated concentrations of chloride have been measured in waters of the
Santa Clara River watershed. These concentrations are primarily due to various types of
loading during beneficial water uses, including agricultural uses (irrigafion and leaching);
commercial uses; domestic uses; and water treatrnent (e.g., water softeners) (LACSD 2002).
In addition to loading from urban runoff, imported water in certain year types, and the
discharge of treated wastewater, naturally occurring chloride concentrations contribute to
excessive chloride concentrafions in Santa Clarity Valley groundwater (LARWQCB 1999b).
The identification of excessive chloride concentrafions resulted in the addition of several
reaches of the Santa Clara River in the Section 303(d) List, as idenfified above.

The fede2l Clean Water Ad requires states to designate appropriate water uses to be protected and directs states
to set water quality criteria based on these uses (United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 2000a). Under
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states, tertitories, and authorized Indian Gihes a2 2quired to submit lists to the USEPA
de(ailing water bodies for which existing pollution controls are Insufficient to attain or maintain water quality standards. After
submittlng the list of "impaired waters" to the USEPA, states must develop a TMDL plan to limit excess pollution. A TMDL is a
number that represents the assimilative capacity of water for a particular pollutant, or the amount of a particular pollutant that
We water6ody can receive without impacting its benefidal uses. TMDL plan implementation can be accomplished through
revised permit requirements (for point source contaminants) and through implementation of Best Management Practices
(USEPA 7999).
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Table 11 provides a timeline summary of the regulatory acflons taken to regulate chloride

loading within the Santa Clara River.

TABLE 11
Regulatory Timeline for Chloride

Time Action

January 1997 LARWQCB adopts a Chloride Policy, which consists of Resolution No. 97-02:
Amendment to the California Regional Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles
Region, to Incorporate a Policy for Addressing Levels of Chloride in Discharges of
Wastewaters.

Fiscal Year Sanla Clara River Reaches 3, 7 and S are added to the Section 303(d) List for chloride
1997/1998 impairment, and TMDL monitoring commences.

October 2002 LARWQCB amended the 1994 Basin Plan to incorporate a TMDL for chloride for the
upper Santa Clara River, establishing the 100 mg/L surface water quality objective for
Reaches 7 and 8.

February 2003 The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) remanded the chloride
TMDL back to the LARW~CB to consider sequentially phasing TMDL implementation
tasks, extending the interim limits, and reevaluation of the chloride objective itself.

March 2003 LACSD adopts an ordinance that prohibits the installation and use of new self-
regenerating water softeners in the Santa Clarita Valley to help lessen the chloride
loading in the region.

May 2003 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is developing chloride TMDLs for
Reaches 3, 7 and 8 of the Santa Clara River, in the event that the LARWQCB does not
adopt it's chloride TMDL by June 2003.

July 2003 The LARWQCB adopted the chloride TMDL in light of the Remand Resolution, and
revised the Basin Plan to incorporate the chloride TMDL.

May 2004 The LARWQCB revised and adopted the chloride TMDL. Revisions included
incorporation of four major studies into the Implementation Plan, including an evaluation
of the appropriate chloride threshold for the reasonable protection ofsalt-sensitive
agriculture.

Late 2004 The SWRCB and the Office of Administrative Law approve the chloride TMDL.

April 2005 The USEPA approved the chloride TMDL.

August 2006 The LARWQCB adopted revisions to the TMDL. The revisions include acceleration of
the foal TMDL completion date and incorporation of time-certain tasks related to the
design and treatment facilities into the Implementation Plan.

Source: LARWQCB 2006a and 2006b, SWRCB 20D3 and 2002, LACSD 2002, USEPA 2003

The revisions to the chloride TMDL adopted in May 2004 required completion of several

special studies to characterize the sources, fate, transport, and specific impacts of chloride in

the Upper Santa Clara River. The first of these special studies, the Literature Review

Evaluation, was completed in September 2005 (Upper Santa Clara River Agricultural

Technical Working Group 2005).

In addition, the LACSD has compiled the Santa Clarity Valley Joint Sewerage System

Chloride Source Report, a detailed and comprehensive study of the sources of chloride

loading in the Santa Clarity Valley (LACSD 2002). That study identified that residential

water use, primarily from self-regenerating water softeners, greatly contributes to the

chloride loading.
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Based on the results of that study, the LACSD adopted an ordinance that prohibits the
installation and use of new self-regenerating water softeners in the Santa Clarita Valley.
This ordinance took effect in March 2003.

LACSD has also led the completion of a collaborative report entifled "Chloride Source
Identification/Reduction, Pollution Prevention, and Public Outreach Plan" which identifies
chloride sources and strategies for reducing sources. The Report identified the potable
water supply as the largest source and self-regenerating water softeners as the second
largest source of chloride loading (LARWQCB 2006b).

As described in Table 11, the LARWQCB recenfly adopted revisions to the chloride TMDL
that would accelerate the final TMDL completion date and incorporate time-certain tasks
related to the design and treatment facilities into the Implementation Plan (LARWQCB
2000b).

3.6.2 Nitrogen
The LARWQCB adopted a nutrient TMDL in late 2003 for the upper Santa Clara River that
addresses the Section 303(d) List for nitrate plus nitrite impairment (LARWQCB 2003). The
TMDL limits nitrate (NOs), nitrite (NOz), ammonia (NHa), and total nitrogen (N). Principal
sources of nitrogen to a watershed typically include discharges from water reclamation
plants and runoff from agricultural acfivities. Elevated nitrogen concentrations (ammonia,
nitrate, and nitrite) can cause impairments in warm water fish and wildlife habitat, along
with contributing to eutrophic effects such as algae growth and low dissolved oxygen. The
establishment of the TMDL will not affect the amount of water available or the reliability of
the water supply.
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Updated Water Supply Characteristics

4.1 Existing and Planned Local Supplies
The following discussion of the existing conditions regarding water supply in the Santa
Clarity Valley is based on the new information, facilities, plans and reports (outlined above)
that have been completed since the approval of the Spring Canyon Final EIR in 2001.

4.1.1 Groundwater
The East Subbasin of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin) is the sole
source of groundwater for urban use in the Santa Clarity Valley. Two aquifers in this Basin
are used for domestic and agricultural supply -the Alluvial and Saugus Formation aquifers.

The groundwater component of overall water supply in the Valley is managed based on a
groundwater operating plan developed over the last 20 years to meet water requirements
(municipal, agricultural, small domestic) while maintaining the Basin in a sustainable
condition (i.e., no long-term depletion of groundwater or interrelated surface water). This
operating plan also addresses groundwater contamination issues in the Basin. The
groundwater operating plan is based on the concept that pumping can vary from year to
year to allow increased groundwater use in dry periods and increased recharge during wet
periods and to collectively assure that the groundwater basin is adequately replenished
through various wet/dry cycles. As formalized in the GWMP, the operating yield concept
has been quantified as ranges of annual pumping volumes.

Two formal reports have been produced under the Memorandum of Understanding
between CLWA, the Local Purveyors, and United Water Conservafion District (LT4VCD) that
preceded the GWMP of 2003. The first report, dated April 2004, documents the construction
and calibration of the groundwater flow model for fl1e Santa Clarity Valley. The second
report, dated August 2005, presents the modeling analysis of the Local Purveyors'
groundwater operating plan, described below. The primary conclusion of the modeling
analysis is that the groundwater operating plan will not cause detrimental short or long
term effects to the groundwater and surface water resources in the Valley and is therefore,
sustainables.

4.1.1.1 Alluvial Aquifer

The groundwater operating plan includes pumping from the Alluvial aquifer in the range of
30,000 to 40,000 afy in average/normal years, and slighfly reduced pumping (30,000 to
35,000 afy) in dry years (CLWA 2005a). Current data indicate that the Alluvial aquifer
remains in good operating condition and can continue to support groundwater pumping in

5 From "Analysis of Groundwater Basin Yeld, Upper Santa gara River Basin, Eastern Subbasin, Los Angeles County,
California," prepared by CH2M Hill and Luhdorff and Swlmanini Consulting Engineers, August 2005.
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the range stated above without adverse results (e.g., long-term water level decline or
degradation of groundwater quality; CLWA 2005a).

In 2002, as part of ongoing monitoring of wells for perchlarate contamination, perchlorate
was detected in one well in ttte Alluvial aquifer located near the former Whittaker-Bermite
facIlity. The detected concentraflon was slighfly below the Notification Level for
perchlorate (6 ug/1), and the well has been inactivated for municipal water supply since the
detecfion of perchlorate. In early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second well in the
Alluvial aquifer. Following the installaflon of wellhead treatrnent (in the fall of 2005), the
second well was returned to water supply service. All other wells in the Alluvial aquifer
operated by the Local Purveyors continue to be used for municipal water supply service;
those wells near the Whittaker-Bermite property are routinely sampled and perchlorate has
not been detected. Further information on the status of the remediation efforts of this
contamination are described in Section 3.1.1 above. Also, as described in section 311.2, low
levels of perchlorate have also been detected in well NC-13, however, the level is well below
the action level and the well remains in operation (refer to H1e discussion above).

4.1.1.2 Saugus Formation

The groundwater operating plan includes pumping from the Saugus Formation in the range
of 7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years; it also includes planned dry-year pumping
from the Saugus Formation of 21,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three consecutive dry years
(CLWA 2005a). Such short-term pumping can be recharged during subsequent wet/normal
years to allow groundwater levels and storage to recover, as it has in historical periods.

In 1997, ammonium perchlorate was discovered in four Saugus Formation wells in the
vicinity of the former Whittaker-Bermite facility. All four of those impacted wells remain
out of active supply service. All other wells in the Saugus Formation owned and operated
by the Purveyors are available for municipal water supply service. As part of regular
operation, those wells are sampled on a routine basis and Perchlorate has not been detected.
Despite the inactivated wells, the Purveyors still have sufficient pumping capacity in other
wells to meet the planned normal range of Saugus pumping (see discussion in Section 3.1.1).

4.1.2 Recycled Water
Recycled water service was initiated in July 2003 and CLWA is permitted to deliver up to
1,700 afy of recycled water. Future plans (currenfly under environmental review) would
allow the delivery of up to 17,400 afy (an addifional 15,700 a~. The amount of recycled
water used for irrigation purposes, at a golf course and in roadway median strips, was
approximately 450 of in 2D05 (SCVWP 2006).
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4.2 Existing and Planned Imported Supplies

4.2.1 SWP Table A Supply
CLWA holds a water supply contract to the SWP with DWR. CLWA's contractual "right" to
the SWP (the Table A Amount) is 95,200 afs. Climaflc conditions and other factors can
significanfly alter the availability of S4VP water in any year, and DWR makes annual
allocations of S4VP water based on that year's hydrologic conditions, the amount of water in
storage in the SWP system, and SWP contractors' requests for 54VP supplies. Based on the
information provided in the 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (see Section 3.4.4),
CLWA's average or normal year SWP supply is anticipated to range from approximately
67,600 of in 2010 to approximately 73,300 of in 2030. Additional SWP supplies may be
available in above-average years, and conversely, CLWA's SWP supply would be less in
below-average years (see Table 8).

4.2.2 CLWA and Ventura County Flexible Storage Account
Flexible storage is storage available to SWP contractors that share in repayment of the costs
of terminal reservoirs (Castaic and Perris lakes). These contractors may withdraw water
from their share of flexible storage, in addition to any other SWP supplies available to the
Contractar. The Contractor must replace any water it withdraws from flexible storage
within five years.

CLWA may withdraw up to 4,684 of of water from Castaic Lake as flexible storage (CLWA
2005a). CLWA manages this storage by keeping the account full in normal and wet years
and then delivering that stored amount (or a portion of it) during dry periods. The account
is refilled during the next year that adequate SWP supplies are available to CLWA to do so.

In addifion, CLWA has negotiated with Ventura County water agencies to obtain the use of
their Flexible Storage Account. As part of this agreement, CLWA has access to another 1,376
of of storage in Castaic Lake on a year-to-year basis for ten years, begmnulg in 2006 (CLWA
2005a).

4.2.3 Semitropic Groundwater Banking Projects
CLWA has two groundwater banking agreements with the Semitropic Water Storage
District (refer to Section 3.2.1). CLWA stored some of its S4VP water in 2002 and 2003 in
accordance with these agreements, and can withdraw up to 50,870 of of water to meet its
demands over aten-year period (unti12012/13). Once the current storage amount is
withdrawn, the supply would no longer be available.

6 As described in Section 32.2, legal challenges are pending for the Uansfer of 41,000 of of Ta61e A Amounl from
WRMWSD to CLWA. The new certified EIR completed by CLWA in 2004 must presumed to be adequate while the legal
challenges are pending.
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4.2.4 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,
Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program
As described in Section 3.2.3 of this Addendum, CLWA has a water banking agreement
with RRBWSD, and CLWA can store and later withdraw up to 20,000 afy of its total SWP
Table A Amount. Modifications to RRBWSD facilities or extra capacity in these facilities
would allow CLWA to withdraw up to an additiona125,000 afy for a total annual
withdrawal of 45,000 af. For the purposes of water supply plaruling, CLWA has assumed a
maximum annual withdrawal of 40,000 af. These supplies are planned for the future and
are not part of CLWA's existing supply. As discussed above, under the RRBWSD Storage
and Recovery Program, CLWA banked 20,000 of in 2005 and will bank 20,000 of this year
(personal communication, D. Masnada 2006).

4.2.5 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
As described in Section 3.2.3 of this Addendum, CLWA is evaluating a water acquisition
agreement with the BV4VSD and the RBWSD. Through this water acquisition agreement,
CLWA would have rights to purchase the 11,000 of annually from BVWSD/RRBWSD
during the term of CLWA's SWP Contract (2035) with an option to extend to a later date.
This 11,000 of of water acquired by CLWA would be used to meet current and future
demand in its service area or the service area as it may be extended through annexation.
These supplies are planned for the future and are not part of CLWA's existing supply.

4.3 Summary of Existing and Planned Water Supply
Existing and planned water supplies are shown by source in Table 7 of this Addendum, and
summarized in Table 12 below. Existing and planned banking programs are summarized in
Table 12, but because these programs would typically be used only during dry years, they
are not included as part of the existing and planned water supply for the Santa Clarita
Valley.

TABLE 12
Summary of Current and Planned Water Suoolies in the CLWA Service Area

Water Supply Sources Supply (a~

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Existing Supplies

Imported 70,380 73,660 75,560 76,080 77,980 77,980

Local Supplies 41,700 47.700 47,700 47,700 47,700 47,700

ToWI Existing Supply 112,080 121,360 123,260 123,780 125,680 125,680

Existing Banking Programs

Total Existing Banking Programs 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0
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TABLE 12
Summary of Current and Planned Water Supplies in the CLWA Service Area

Water Supply Sources Supply (a~

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Local Supplies 0 10,000 11,600 26,300 31,000 35,700

Transfers D 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000

Total Planned Supplies 0 21,000 22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700

Total Planned Banking Programs 0 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

Source: CLWA 2005a.
Note: The values shown under "Existing Supplies" and "Planned Supplies" are supplies projected to be available in
average/normal years. The values shown under "Exiting Banking Programs" and "Planned Banking Programs" are
either total amounts currently in storage, or the maximum capacity of program withdrawals. Refer to Table 7 for more
information.
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Impacts of the Pro,

5.1 Significance Criteria
The Draft, Final, and Supplemental EIRs evaluated water service impacts of the Project
based on the following significance criteria:

• the projects demand for water exceeds the available supply of the water district serving
the project site;

• water service infrastructure cannot be made available to serve the proposed project;

• the impacts of the proposed project together with cumulafive projects in the water
service district exceeds available supply.

These significance criteria are also used for this analysis.

5.2 Impacts
As described in Section 2.1 and shown in Table 1 of this Addendum, the Project would
increase regional water demand by approximately705.7 of or approximately 1 percent of the
amount of water used in the Santa Clarity Valley in 2005 (see Table 5). This new, site-
specific water demand would be met by a combination of regional groundwater resources
and imported water supplies.

The Project site was identified as "pending development" in the NCWD Water Master Plan
for the Pinetree Water System, and was identified as "pending" in the NCWD's 2004 Water
Supply Assessment (Figure 5 in that report). Because the Project was included in the water
demand projecfions in the 2004 Water Supply Assessment, and because that Report
concluded that sufficient water supply appears to be available to meet projected demands
over the next 20 years of Purveyors in the Santa Clarity Valley, including NCWD (NCWD
2004), the Project's demand for water would not exceed the available supply of the NCWD,
which would serve the Project site. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant
and the same as described in the Final EIR.

As described in the Final EIR, following Project construcflon, the Project applicant will be
obligated to replant some of the open space areas disturbed during construction for
approximately 2 years. This water demand is in addifion to the Project's long-term water
demands. This is expected to be temporary and minimal impact on water supply. Impacts
would be less than significant and the same as described in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR idenfified a significant unpact to Purveyors and inhastructure from the
Project because at the time the Final EIR was prepared, the water supply infrastructure
needed to transport water to the site was insufficient. However, since this time, all
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upgrades that were necessary in order for NCWD to serve the Project site have been
completed. In addition, as a condifion of Project approval, NCWD had asked thak

The applicant provide a graded pad, an access road, and a new 1.5 million
gallon (mg) water tank in order to provide the project and surrounding,
existing development with additional short-term storage, emergency storage,
and fire flows. In addition, the provision of the new 1.5 mg tank will allow
for maintenance and repair of the existing water tank when needed. The new
water tank wIll be located either on- or -off site in the immediate vicinity of
the existing NCWD's Tank 3.

This Addendum is prepared to assist NCWD in its consideration of the agreement regazding
the design and construcflon of water system improvements for the Project. As described iri
the Final EIR, the applicant will also extend NCWD's Soledad Canyon Road transmission
line to the Project site. Although the necessary upgrades to serve the Project site have been
completed, for the purposes of full disclosure, this impact is considered to be the same as
described in the Final EIR and is significant.

Given the Projects pending status by the County of Los Angeles the development of the
Project site was included in, and would be consistent with, future water demand projections
used in the 2005 UWIvIP. Because the 2005 UWMP shows that there is sufficient water to
meet demands wiHtin the CLWA service area as a whole, the impacts of the Project together
with cumulative projects in the Santa Clarita Valley would not exceed available supply.
Therefore, cumulafive water supply impacts would be less than significant and the same as
described in the Final EIR.

5.3 Mitigation Measures
The autigation measures are the same as described in the Final EIR and consist of the
fallowing:

WR-1 The applicant shall pay connection fees, as necessary, to the satisfaction of NCWD.
The fees shall be paid prior to water service connection.

WR-2 The applicant shall participate in any future funding mechanism as necessary fllat is
identified andunplemented as part of the NCWD Master Water Plan for the Pinetree
Water System.

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.

5.4 Conclusion
Although current (2006) regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in the
Santa Clarity Valley area has changed since the completion of the Final EIR for the Project,
these changes would not result in changes to, or increases in the severity of, the water
supply impacts described in the Final EIR. The impacts and mitigafion measures are the
same as were described in the Final EIR. Implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in the Final EIR, including improvements to the water supply infrastructure
necessary to supply the Project site, follows the commitrnents idenflfied in the Final EIR,
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and does not represent a substantial change or significant new circumstance that has
bearing on the Project or its impacts. Because none of the conditions requiring preparation
of a Subsequent EIR or Supplement to an EIR have occurred, tlus Addendum is the
appropriate mechanism under CEQA to document the changes that have occurred since
completion of the Final EIR for the Project.
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Los Angeles County Superior Court
Decision on Submitted Matter in

Sierra Club, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita, et al.
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~RIG{NAL FILED

aus i ~ Zoos

LQS AhIGEL.ES
SUPERIOR CC}Ui~T

SUPERIOR COURT OP CALIFORNIA

COi7NTY OF LOS ANGELES

SIERRA CLUB, et al., ) CASE NO. BS 098 722

Petitioner, ) DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER

vs. )

( CITY OF SANTA CLARITA,et a1.,

Respondent.

NEWHAI,L LATTD AND FARMING, )

Real Party in Interest. )

Having taken the matter under submission on May 31, 2005, having

considered all the evidence admitted and the parties' oral and written

', arguments, the Court rules as follows:

Petitioners Sierra Club, Center for Biological Diversity, Friends

of the Santa Clarita River, and California Water Impact Network

("Petitioners") seek a Writ of Mandate commanding Respondents City of

Santa Clarita and Santa Clarita City Council ("City" or "Respondents")

to set aside its decision certifying the Final Environmental Impact

Report (^FEZR") and approving the Project known as Riverpark in favor of

Real Party in Interest Newhall Land and Farming ("Newhall").

_ 1
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i

1 The Riverpask.pro~:e~t:,_~~s~ated-nzt a.:.~rA9.-aere site. Originally,.

2 Riverpark proposeE3-~1~:383-.~~:ixle~i~,-a~ its.-==-etii~~~sting of 439 single- ''',

3 family homes and 4~ -a~~;<~~ii~•~~0"r-~4t~square feet of commercial ',

4 development, a tFa#~=Via-.-, ~a==29=acr~ act3velpassive park along the

5 Santa Clara River, a733'agpto~iFua~lq'-942'acYe~'-of open space area,_

6 including most of'rhi~'Sai~=a-C3a~a-'3Zv~r: '-'('2''i'.~R' Tab 4, .340-92 [Draft

7 EIR, § 1.D, Projec~~~=~~h g~=. s~- rblic hearing process,

8 the project was revised by converting the apartments to condominiums or

9 townhouses, reducing to 1,123 the residential units and to 16,000 square

iD feet co~nercial development, and preserving additional areas of the

11 Santa Clara River and its south fork. (10 AR, Tab 12, 11742-94 [PEER,

12 Project Revisions and Additional Information].) Further. hearings in

13 2005 reduced the residential units to 1,089, consisting of 432 single

14 Family homes and 657 condominium/townhouses, and provided for the

15 preservation of more land and river areas, totaling 788 acres (470-acres

16 on-site) for recreation and open space. - (10 AR 11792-49; 9 AR, Tab 11,

17 11418-22.} Included among the 318 off-site acres are the remaining.

18 portions of the south fork of the Santa Clara River owned by RPI, and 37

19 acres of the Santa Clara River significant ecological area ("SEA"}.

20 Project approvals included a General Plan Amendment, a Zone Change;

21 a vesting tentative tract map, a conditional use permit to build in

22 excess of two stories znd a maximum of 50-feet, Hillside Innovative

23 Application, a permit for vehicular gating, a variance to reduce setback

29 requirements and to build sound walls in excess of 7 feet, Hillside

25 Development Application,- and an Oak Tree Permit. {1 AR, Tab 2, 9-114;

26 2 AR 259.)

27 The Planning Commission held 9 hearings and on 12/21/04 recommended

28 that the City Council certify the EIR and adopt a Statement. of

- 2 -
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1 Overriding Considerations for impacts that could not be mitigated to a

2 less than significant level. (1 AR, Tali 2, 9-22 [App. Reso.]; 7:2 AR,

3 Tab 9, 8079-81 (12/21/04 Hearing Transcript); 73 AR, Tab 652, 51639-43

4 [12/21/04 Staff Report].)

5 The City Council held 3 hearings and certified the EIR on 5/29/05,

6 unanimously approving the project on 6/14/05. (1 AIt, Tab 2, 22-26; 1

7 AR, Tab 3, 115-229.)

S Petitioner Filed within Petition for Writ of Mandate alleging non-

9 compliance with CEQA.

10 To establish violation of the California Environmental Quality Act

11 ("CE~A"), Petitioner must show an abuse of discretion in that the County

12 either failed to proceed in the manner required by law or the

13 determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence. '

14 (Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.5(b); Puh. Resources Code, §§ 21168, 21168.5.}

15 When CEQ}1 non-compliance is alleged, the Court reviews the entire record

16 to see if substantial evidence supports the challenged determinations.

17 "Substantial evidence" is defined as "enough relevant information

18 and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can

19 be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might

20 also be reached." (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15384(x); ~1 aurel Height

21 ~Iporovement Asan v Req,Pnts of University of California (1988) 47

22 Ca1.3d 376, 393.) . Substantial evidence may include facts, reasonable

23 assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by

29 facts, but not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or

25 clearly erroneous evidence. (Pub. Resources Code, ~§ 2i080(e)(1}(2),

26 21082.2(c).)

27 "[I]n applying the substantial evidence standard, the reviewing

28 court must resolve reasonable doubt in favor of the administrative

- 3 -
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finding and decision. As such, if there are conflicts in tha evidence,

their resolution is for the agency." (River Val~gy Preservation Project

v. Metropolitan Transit Development Board (1995) 37 Cal. App. 4th 154.,

166.) Determinations in an EIR must be upheld if supported by

substantial evidence, and the mere presence of conflicting evidence

in the administrative record does not invalidate them. (Chapar a

Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Ca1.App.4`b 1134, 1143.} An

agency's approval of an EIR may not he set aside on the ground that an

opposite conclusion would have been equally or more reasonable. (L r

Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988)

47 Ca1.3d 376, 393.) The Court's role is not to substitute its judgment

I for that of the local agency representatives, but to enforce ''

legislatively mandated CEQA requirements. (Citizena of Goleta Valley v. '

( Hoard of Supervisors (1990) 52 Ca1.3d 553, 564.) The Court passes only

l upon the EIR's sufficiency as an informative document, not upon the

correctness of its environmental conclusions. ~~,aurel Heights at 392.)

I, City Proaerly Relied on the 41 000 AFY Water Transfer for P1 ~nnina

Purposes

Petitioners contend that the City is legally precluded from relying

on water from the transfer of 41,000 AFY acre feet per year ("FLF'Y") of

State Water Project ("SWP"J water to the local SWP wholesaler, Castaic

Lake Water Agency ("CLWA") f"41,000 AEY transfer") for planning

purposes, and the EIR's reliance on water supplies is not supported by

substantial evidence.

The water far t' he Riverpark project is to be supplied by CLWA.

Zn 1999, CLWA entered into a contract with the Kern Delta Water

District for transfer of 41,000 acre feet per year iAE'Y) as part of the

- 9 -
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"Monterey Agreement."i The CLWA certified an EIA for the 41,000 AEy

transfer tiered on the earlier program EIR that had been prepared for

the Monterey Agreement.

In Planning and ConseLvation League v Dept of Water Resources

(2000) 83 Ca1.App.4 b̀ 892 ("PCL"), the PCL challenged the Monterey_

Agreement program EIR. The Court of Appeal held that the EIR should

have been prepared by DWR as the lead agency, rather than by one of the

contractors, and'that a new EIR must be prepared and certified by DWR.

The Court did not invalidate the Monterey Agreement or enjoin the water

transfers effected thereunder, but directed the trial court to consider',

under CEQA section 21168.9 whether the Monterey Agreement should remain',

in place pending preparation of DWR~s new EIR, and to retain

jurisdiction pending certification of DWR`s EIR.

Itt Friends oz Santa Clara Aiver v. CLWA (2002) 95 Cal.App.4t!' 1373

("Friends I"), the Court of Appeal ordered CLWA's EIR decertified

because it had been tiered from the Monterey Agreement EIR, adjudged

inadequate: "We have examined all of appellant's other contentions and

find them to be without merit. If the PCL/tiering problem had not

arisen, we would have affirmed the judgment." i~'riends, suura, at 1387.)

The Court did not issue any ruling affecting CLWA's ability to continue

to use and rely on water supplies from the 41,000 AFY Transfer, leaving

it to the trial court's discretion whether to enjoin CLWA's use of.the

water pending its completion of a new EIR. {Friends, supra, at 1388.)

///

~An excellent history of the SWP and the role of Department of Water
Resources ("DWR") in the management of the SWP, the Monterey Agreement
and amendments, and relevant litigation is set forth in Calif. Oak

foundation v. Santa Clarita, 133 Ca1.App.4th 1219 {2005 .

- 5 -
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In September 2002, on remand to the,Las Angeles County Superior

Court, the Friends petitioners applied under CEQA section 21168.9 to

enjoin CLWA from continuing to use and rely on water from the 91,000 AFY

Transfer. The trial court rejected that request, and in December 2003,

the Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court's ruling allowing CLWA to

continue to use and rely on water from the 41,00 AEY Transfer pending

completion of its new EIR. (Id.; see also, Friendr o h san a Tara

R v ' v CaG ai .ak Wa ar ~gencv, 2003 WL 22839353 i~~Friends II"j at

Tab 7, 5 AR 91BQ-97.)

Meanwhile, on 5/5/03, before the trial court acted on remand, the.

parties to the PCL litigation entered into the Monterey Settlement

Agreement.' Section II of that agreement provides that SWP would

continue to be administered and operated in accord with both the

Monterey Amendments and the terms of the Monterey Settlement Agreement.

(5;1 AR, Tab 7, 9367.) The Monterey Settlement Agreement did not

invalidate or vacate the Monterey Amendments, or any water transfer

effected under them.

A. PCL, Friends of the Santa Clara River and California Oak do not

preclude reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer

Petitioners contend that legal uncertainties surrounding the 41,00

AFY transfer due to the $~,I and Friends lawsuits preclude the City from

relying an water from that transfer for planning purposes.

', Specifically, Petitioners contend that because PCL requires the

( Department of Water Resources {~~DWR") to prepare an EIR analy2ing the

ZOn 6/6/03, the Sacramento County Superior Court issued its Order
h inder CEQA section 21168.9, approving both tha Monterey Settlement
Agreement, and the continued operation of the SWP pursuant to the
Monterey Amendment and the approved Monterey Settlement Agreem~nt. (See
6 AR, Tab 8, 6557; 8 ~R, Tah 10, 9775-78 (Order].)

- 6 -
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,effects of the eight SWP water transfers completed under the Monterey

( Agreement, none of those transfers, including the 41,000 AFY transfer,

I van be relied on for planning gurposes until ➢WR has completed and

', certified that EIR. Moreover, Petitioners contead that the Court of

~i Appeal so held in c'al~fornia Oak Faiinda ion v ~ y n Rant iar•r,

(2005) 133 Ca1.App.9°h 1219.

~I, r.~P  od and ~aliforn~a Oak (discussed infra) do not preclude

reliance on the 41,00 AE~Y transfer for planning purposes.

While the Courts of Appeal could have simply said that all EIRs

requiring reliance on the 41,000 AFY transfer, must await the

certification of a new FEIR by DWR (and resolution of any litigation

challenging such FEIR), they have not done that.

Although the Court in Friends and c'alifornia Oak observed that CLWA

"may be able to cure the PCL problem by awaiting action by the [DWR]

complying with the PCi decision, then issuing a subsequent EIR,

supplement to EIR, or addendum _ tiering upon a newly certified

Monterey Agreement EIR" (California Oak, supra, 133 Ca1.App.4°6 at 1230,'

n. 6), neither court said that the CLWA and City of Santa Clarita must

await the DWR FEIR.

CLWA certified a new EZR on the 41,000 AFY T=ans~er on 12/22/04..

(Tah 10, 8:2 AR 10441-48~ (CLWA Resolution certifying the EIR]; see also

Tab 637, 63 AR 43466-44683 [CLWA FEIR]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11750 [Final

Riverpark EIR Project Revisions and Additional Information.} This new

EIR analyzes the effects of the 41,D00 AFY Transfer without tiering from

the Monterey Agreement EZR.3 Although CLWA`s EIR is currently being

.'The CLWA EIR concludes that the Monterey Settlement Agreement
neither requires that DWR's new EIR be certified before CLWA can certify
its new EIR for the 41,000 AFY Transfer, nor requires that DWR~s new EIR

a

- 7 -
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challenged, CEQA requires that the EIR be conclusively presumed to

comply with CEQA, until a court has judged it deficient. (See. e.g.,

CEQA, § 21167.3(b), CEQA Guidelines, ~ 15231; see also, Barthelemy v.

Chino Basin Water Dist., ~s ,~ara, 36 Ca1.App.4th 1609, 1fi17.)

Since the prior CI,WA EIR for the 41,000 AFY Transfer was overturned

solely because it tiered from a later-decertified Monterey Agreement'

EIR,-and CLWA has now certified an EIR approving the 41,000 AFY Transfer'

without tiering from the Monterey Agreement EIR,' the City reasonably

included water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer in CLWA's supplies, after

Ilconsidering at length the current status of all litigation.5

B. The 41,000 AFY transfer is sufficiently certain and the Mont=rey

Settlement Agreement does not preclude Respondents from relying on

said tiansfer in its EIR pending DWR~s preparation of its EIR.

As argued by Respondents, three provisions in the Monterey

Settlement Agreement, read together, refute Petitioners' argument that

the 41,000 AF'Y Transfer was excluded from Attachment E because it was a

non-permanent transfer, which may not be used for planning purposes.

serve as the EIR for that Transfer. iTab 637.63 AR A3987-92 [CLWA
Master Response to Comments).) These conclusions are consistent with
Friends II, that the 41,000 AFY Transfer is not legally bound to the ~P ,~
litigation or to DWR's new EIR. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 4195-9196.)

'Although DWR is in the process of certifying its own EZR pursuant
to PCL and the Monterey Settlement Agreement, DWR appzoved CLWA's

, preparation of its EIR in a comment letter on the Draft EIR, and noted
', that CLWA's Draft EIR "adequately and thoroughly discusses the proposefl
', project and its impacts," and "adequately discusses the reliability of
the SWP, pre- and post-Monterey Amendment conditions, future conditions
and SWP operations." (Tab 637, 63 AR 93482-83.)

SRespondents' Riverpark EIR discusses the prior litigation and
devotes 6 pages to discussion of the litigation surrounding CLWA's EIR
on the 91,000 AFY Transfer in its response to comments alone. (Tab 8, 6
AR 6551-6559.)

- B -
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1 Section IiI(C)(4).requires DWR to conduct an "[a]nalysis of the

2 potential environmental impacts relating to" all eight of the comgleted

3 water transfers, not just of the 41,000 AFY Transfer (Tab 7. 5:1 AR

4 4368-69) and to analyze all of the transfers in the same- manner, even

5 though seven of them, defined in the Agreement as the "Attachment E

6 Transfers," were beyond challenge. (Id. [Section IZI(C)(4)j; Tab 7, 5:1 %

7 AR 9370 [Sections III(D), III(Ej].) Section ZII(D) precludes challenges '

8 to the Attachment E Transfers, which had been litigated in other forums '

9 or had become final without challenge by the expiration of limitation

10 periods. (Tab 7. 5:1 AR 4370.) Section III (E) acknowledges the

11 jurisdiction of Los Angeles Superior Court over the then-ongoing Friends

12 litigation challenging CLWA's EIR on the 41,000 AFY Transfer 1Tab ?, 6

13 5:1 AR 4370) pending completion of CLWA's new EZR, but does not

14 distinguish the 91,000 AFY. Transfer from the Attachment E transfers

15 otherwise.

16 The Monterey'Settlement Agreement does not prohibit reliance on the

17 91,000 AFY Transfer. All of the water transfers were effected as

lE permanent transfers under the Agreement and are to be analyzed in the

19 same way in DWR's new EIR, as required by Section III(C)(4).

20 Petitioner contends that the continued availability of the 41,000

21 AFY transfer is uncertain until DWR has concluded its EIR and that under.

22 California Oak, the City may not presume that the outcome of DWR's

23 environmental. review will be the continued availability of the 41,000

24 AFY.

25 DWR, however, has Yecognized the 41,OdG AFY Transfer as a permanent

26 transfer under the Monterey Agreement by entering into Amendment No. 18

27 to CLWA's agreement, which increases its Table A Amount by 41,.000 AFY

28 (Tab i0, 8:1 AR 9212-14), and has since consistently allocated water

- 4 -
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supplies to CLWA based on that entitlement (Tab 4, 2:2 AIt 1015-17

[DEIRJ). Furthermore, as noted supra, DWR also submitted positive

comments on CLWA's Draft EIR. (Tab 637, 63 AR 43482-83).

DwR's analysis of the 41,000 AFY Transfer in its new EIR will be

part of a broader analysis or past and future permanent transfers of

Table A Amounts, and will not constitute the EIR for the 41,000 AEY

transfer. (5:1 AR, Tab 7, 4369.) As noted supra, gam„ _Friends and the

Monterey Settlement Agreement do not prohibit CLWA's preparation of its

new EZR addressing tha impacts of the 41,000 AE'Y transfer. (Tab 637,_ 63

AR 43987-92 [CLWA Master Response to Comments].}

California Oak, being most recent, deserves further discussion. In

California Oak, the Court struck down the City's certification of an

earlier EIR for an industrial project because it did not address the

1ega1 uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 AFY Transfer. California oak s

did not bar the use of water from the 41, 000 AFY transfer for all

( planning purposes. It criticized the City's failure to explain its

reasoning for relying on the 41,OOq AFY transfer, but held that it was

up to the City to determine whether or not to zely on the 41,000 AE'Y

transfer in its planning. The Court stated: "(T]he question is whether

the entitlement should be used for puzpcses of planning future

development, since its prospective availability is legally uncertain.

A~thovah this decision must be made by the City, the EIR is intended to

serve as an informative document to make government action transparent.

Transparency is uapossible without a clear and complete explanation of

the circumstances surrounding the reliability of the water supply."

', (~ at 1237-38; emphasis supplied.) Before relying on water from the

41,400 AFY transfer for planning purposes, the City must "present a

reasoned analysis of the significance [or insignificance] of the

10 -
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1 decertification of the EIR far the Castaic purchase; how demand for

2 water would be met without the 41, 000 AFY entitlement; or why it is

3 appropriate to rely on the 41,000 AE'Y transfer in any event." {I~,, at

4 1244.)

5 The Court in California Oak ruled that the EZR contained an

6 inadequate discussion, in fact no discussion at all, of the uncertainty.

7 regarding the 41,000 AFY transfer in the EIR itself, but only refezences

B to it in the 'appendices, and responses to comments. The text of the EIR

9 did not mention the decertification of the CLWA EIR, or that

10 "entitlements are not really entitlements, but only `paper' water."

11 (California Oak, supra, 133 Ca1.App.4th at 1236.} From the EIR, the

12 Court could only assume that City concluded the 41,000 AF'Y would

13 continue to be available, but found that the lack of a forthright

14 discussion of a significant factor that could affect water supplies. was

15 antithetical to the purpose of an EIR to reveal to the public the basis

16 on which officials approve or reject environmental action. (~ at.

17 1237-38). Thus, the Court held that the EIR failed to inform the public

18 of the litigation uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 AFY transfer, and

19 substantial evidence did not support the City's decision to rely on

20 water from that transfer for planning purposes.

21 Here, by contrast, the City discussed the 41,009 AFY transfer and

22 its uncertainties at considerable length, both in the EIR and throughout

23 the review process. (See~.nfra, pp. 12-16.) The ~P 7, Friends, Friends

24 ~I,, and California Oak decisions were all discussed. The City concluded

25 that it was likely that the 91, 000 AFY would be available for the

26 project. By the time the City Council held it first Riverpark hearing

27 on 1/25/O5, the City also had before it CLWA~s certified new EIR for the

28 41,000 AEY transfer, which was not the case in California Oak.

11 -
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1 The Riverpark EIR adequately discloses the uncertainties regarding

2 the 41,000 AFY transfer and discusses them forthrightly.

3 C. Svbstantia2 evidence supports reliance on 41,000 AFY watex transfer

4 and the ESR's analysis of the transfer is not flawed

5 Petitioners contend that substantial evidence does not support the

6 City's decision to rely on water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer.

7 As noted, California Oak held that, as long as the city has

B analyzed the uncertainties surrounding this water supply, it is within

9 the City's province to decide whether to rely on the 41,000 AFY Transfer

10 for planning purposes.

11 The EIR and the Administrative Record contain substantial evidence

12 supporting the City's decision that water from the ~1,~00 AFY Transfer

13 can be relied on as part of CLWA's supplies.

14 CLWA, the SWP and the reliability of its water supplies, the

15 Monterey Agreement, the ~P I, litigation, the Monterey Settlement

16 Agreement, CLWA's Table A Amounts, and the Friends litigation are all

17 extensively discussed in the EIR. The City specifically discloses that

18 a future adverse judgment invalidating the Monterey Agreement could

19 affect CLWA`s' ability to use water from the 41,000 AFY transfer andl

20 adversely affect CLWA's water supplies over the long term, but that, ''i

21 based on the information discussed, CLWA (the experts concerning water l'

22 supply) believed that'such a result "is unlikely to >unwind' executed

23 and completed agreements with respect to the permanent transfer of SWP

29 Water Amounts." (Tab 4,2:2 AR 1019-15; see also, Tab 8,6:2 AR 6551-59

25 [TR-3J.) Further, the EIR notes the 41,D00 AEY Transfer was completed in

26 1999, CLWA has paid approximately $47 million for the additional Table

27 A Amount, the monies have been delivered, the sales price has been

28 financed through CLWA by tax-exempt bonds, and DWR has increased CLWA's

- 12 -
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SWP maximum Table A Amount and delivered or made available to CLWA the

95,200 AE'Y because it was a permanent transfer/reallocation of SWP Table

A entihlement between SWP contractors." (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 1013.j ~ Included

in the EIR's Appendices and referenced in the EIR, are the 19 documents

supporting the EIR's analyses, includinq the PC_7 decision, the Monterey

Settlement Agreement, the Sacramento County Superior Court's "Order

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21168.9," the Friends

decision, the Los Angeles County Superior Court's Judgment on remand in

the mss, litigation, CLWA's final EIR.for the 41,000 AE'Y Transfer,

and CLWA's Resolution certifying that EIR.

The City responded to numerous comments challenging the EIR's

conclusion that CLWA could rely on the 41,000 AFY Transfer for planning

purposes. Due to the number of comments, and the amount of information

required to respond, the City prepared a "master" response on this

', subject,.TR-3 (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6551-59). TR-3 reviews the information

disclosed in the EIR's Water Services section regarding the 41,000 AFY

Transfer and the Friends litigatiott, then responds to comments asserting

that: ii) the SP I litigation and Monterey Settlement Agreement preclude

CLWA from using or relying on that water transfer, and (ii} because the

Monterey Settlement Agreement requires DWR to prepare a new EIR on the

Monterey Agreement, CLWA cannot' rely on the water transfer until that

new EIR is completed. The City also prepared responses to individual

comment letters on the 41,000 AFY Transfer° All of these comments and

65ee, for example, responses to comments from the Santa Clarita

Organization for Planning and the Environment (Tab S, 6 AR 5962-66,

6689-6717), Petitioners Sierra Club (Tab B, 6 AR 6194-6201, 6370, 6737-

66, 6829-30), California Water Impact Network (Tab H, 6 AR 6273-79,

6767-75), Friends (Tab 8, 6 AR 6387, 6835-36), and from a law firm

involved in the $~.ji litigation (Tab 8, 6 AR 6275-78, 6776-83~.

-~ J ~ -
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responses are included in the Riverpark Final EIR. i

The City's Planning Commission also held a study session on the

subject of the reliability of available water supplies. (Tab 9, 7 AR

7980.-92.) I

Ultimately, the City reviewed all of this information, and the

views e~tpressed in the EIR, by CLWA, and by commentators opposed to the,

City considering the 41,000 AFY Transfer, and determined it was

appropriate for the City to rely on those SWP supplies. (Tab 2, 1 AR 9-

114 [App. Reso]; Tab 3. 1 AR 174-220 (CEQA Findings].) The City

explained that its determination to allow Riverpark to rely on the

41,000 AFY Transfer was supported by the information in the EIR for four

main reasons: (i) nothing in the 2~Sonterey Settlement Agreement or in any

court decision precludes that reliance; (ii) nothing in -the Monterey

Settlement Agreement precludes CLWA from preparing and certifying its

revised EIR for that transfer as instructed by the Court of Appeal in

the Friends decision and, in fact, the Settlement Agreement was

carefully crafted to leave that EZR and any required remedies to the Los

Angeles County Superior Court; (iii} the fact that DWR is preparing an

EIR that will analyze all of the water transfers under the Monterey

Agreement does not preclude CLWA from preparing and certifying its

revised FIR, as, instructed by Friends; and (iv) CLWA's Final EIR re-

approving the transfer had been certified without tiering from the

', Monterey Agreement FIR. (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6558-59 [TR-3]; Tab 10, 8:2 AR

10491-10480; Tab 12, 10 AR 11750.}

As directed by California Oak, the City here has analyzed in

considerable detail the uncertainties surrounding the AEY water transfer

and explained the basis for its reliance on that transfer. The City's

~ ///

- 14 -
BS 098 722 Sierra Ciub, et al. vs. City of Santa Clarita, et al.

DECI510N ON SUBMITTED MATTER



11

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

~ ,

10
,

11 ''

12

13 ~,

14 ''

15,

16,

17

18 '

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26.

27

28

determinations are not an abuse of discretion, but supported by

substantial evidence.

Petitioners' contention that the City makes false statements about

the transfer (OB 7-9) is not borne out by the record.

The City's statement reads: "Because the 41,000 AF was a permanent

water transfer, because DWR includes the 91,000 AE' in calculating CLWA's

share of SWP Table A Amount, and because the courts have not prohibited

CLWA from using or relying on those additional SWP supplies, the City

has determined that it remains appropriate for the Riverpark project .to

include those water supplies in its water supply and demand analysis,

while acknowledging and disclosing uncertainty created by litigation."

(Tab 8, 6:2 AA 6768-69.)

This statement is qualified and explained by the City's extensive

discussion of the legal uncertainties arising from litigation, supra,

and is not misleading. The statement cannot be taken out of context and

must be read in light of other statements and evidence in the record.

As regards "reliance on the fact that DWR counts the 41,000 AFY in Table

A amounts, DWR has acknowledged the 91,000 AFY Transfer by continuously

delivering SWP water, including water from the Transfer, to CLWA for

many years. The Monterey Settlement Agreement treats the 91,000 AFY

Transfer identically to the Appendix E Transfers. The City's discussion

of the reliability of SWP water supplies, including the 41,000 AFY

Transfer water, is a discussion relating to the ability of the SWP to

deliver only such supplies as are available on a year-to-year basis.

(See, e.g., Tab 9, 2:2 AR 1022-30.) The City discussed the reliability

o£ available SWP supplies under average, dry and critical dry years, and

' that there would be sufficient supplies to meet Riverpark's demand and

cumulative demand. _(,T~ at 1051-70.)

- i~ -
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IInlike a i o n~a oak, the record shows that the City considered

the 41,000 AEY transfer in the EIR, including the legal uncertainties,

the reliability of available supplies of SWP water in general, and

concluded, based on substantial evidence, that it was appropriate to

rely on those supplies for planning purposes. The City also considered

and responded to numerous comments. After 12 hearings before the

Planning Commission and City Council, the City certified the EIR and

approved Riverpark, knowing that water supplies from the 41,000 AFY

Transfer were to some degree uncertain, but explaining the reasoning for

its determinations and the evidence that supported it. That ~s all that

CEQA and C~.lifornia Oak require.

II. Impacts on Biologi al R o u . w se App~priately Evaluated

Petitioner contends that the project's impact on three special-

status species, the western spadefoot toad ("Toad"), the San Diego back-

tailed jackrabbit ("Jackrabbit") and the holly-leaf cherry woodlands

("Holly-Leaf") must be considered significant because they are "rare"

within the meaning of CEQA, the EIR~s responses to comments by

Department of Fish and Game ("DFG') were inadequate,_ as were mitigation

measures for the Toad and Jackrabbit.

CEQA Guidelines section 15065 (a) provides: "A lead agency shall

Find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment and

. thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project where there ,is

substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that (1) The

project has the potential to substantially reduce the number or

restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species _ ."

(Guidelines, § 15065(a); 51 AR 33996,)

Here, an EIR was prepared and the impacts on the Toad, Jackrabbit,

and Holly-Leaf considered. Petitioner contends that, to assess the

- 16 -
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significance of the project impacts on the Toad, Holly-Leaf, and

Jackrabbit, the EIR was required to determine whether the species are

"rare" under Guidelines section 1538o(b)(2)(A), which defines "rare" as

"[a]lthough not presently threatened with extinction, the species is

existing in such small numbers throughout 'all or a significant portion

of its range that it may become endangered if its environment worsens."

The EIR's conclusions with regard to these species are supported by

substantial evidence.

Toad

The EIR concluded that iaapacts on the Toad would be significant and

unavoidable (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5774, 5827).

The EZR describes the Toad as a special-status species STab 7, 5:2

AR 5720-5730, 5737, 5831-36; see also Tab 9, 7;2 AR 8572 [Revised Draft
{

EZR ("RDEIR")I), and defines "special-status wildlife" to include rare '•

species, that is, State Species of Special Concern and Federal Species '

of Concern. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5728.) The EIR notes that Toads were found

in three seasonal rainpools created by human disturbances in the middle

of areas planned £or development: in the right-of-way for the extension

' of Newhall Ranch Road,- in the middle of Planning Area A-1, and in the.,

middle of Planning Area B {Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5832-34). The potential impacts

on the Toad were analyzed in accordance with CEQA and City thresholds

and found to be significant (~ at 5750-53, 5774 . Mitigation was

recommended in the form of pre-construction surveys, preparation of a

Resource Management and Monitoring Plan ~("RMMP"1, design and

construction of new enhanced Toad habitat and implementation of a

capture and relocation and monitoring program. .Ultimately the EIR

concluded that the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable,

because such measures have not yet been proven to he highly effective,

L~
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and because of the possibility that not all of the individual Toads

could be successfully captured and relocated (j,~ at 5811)..

The City's responses to comments and its actions addressed DF~'s

concerns (Tab 8, 6:1 AR 5680-86 [DFG letter], Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6621-30

[response)), and those of other commentators (see, e.g., Tab 8, 6:1 AR

5876-~7 (Santa Monica Mountains Conservar_cy letter], Tab 8, ,6:2 AR 6610-

14 [response7). The City followed DFG`s recommendations, the City's

"Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Mitigation Plan" ("Toad

Plan") was created by the City`s expert biologist in consultation with

DFG and was ultimately approved by DFG.

5uhstantial evidence in the record supports the City's decision to

( mitigate the impacts on ttie Toad rather than reconfigure the Project.

Such evidence included opinion of City's expert biologist that the Toad

Plan was likely to succeed, and DFG's approval of that Plan. It

properly exercised its discretion to consider the remaining impacts on

the Toad to be significant and unavoidable, and adopted a Statement of

Overriding Considerations for the Toad. (Tab 3, 1 AR 145-150, 155-163, ',

esp. 159 [SOC].? ~'guments similar to Petitioners' arguments here were

rejected in Defend the Say v. City of Irvine (2009) 119 Ca1.App.9th

1261, 1276-77.

Jackrabbit

For the Jackrabbit, the Revised DEIR determined that "[b]ecause

this species is not state or federally listed as Endangered or

Threatened, because it is considered relatively abundant in suitable

habitat areas within its range, and because the direct loss of

individual jackrabbits is expected to be low, .it is expected that the

regional population would not drop below a self-sustaining level with

the implementation of this project," the loss of any individual

'~ -1B-
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1 jackrabbits would not be considered a significant impact. (Tab 7, 5:2

2 AR 5775.)

3 The EIR identifies the Jackrabbit as a State and federal special-~

4 status species, and .determined the significance of impacts on that

5 species based on CEQA and City thresholds that recogni2e substantial

6 adverse effects on special-status species and substantial reduction of

7 habitat as being significant impacts (Tab 7. 5:2 AR 5750-53J. Based on

8 field surveys (see, e.g., Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5707-08 [RDEIR, § 4.6; Tab 6, 4

9 AR 4153-54), the EIR reported that Jackrabbits. which occur in a variety

10 of habitats, had been sighted on-site in the riverbed, open terraces and

11 disked fields, but that because those areas are disturbed, the overall

12 quality oP the habitat on site suitable for Jackrabbits was only

13 moderate. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5735, 5739, 5775; Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8572 [RDEIR].)

14 The EIR noted that the Project had been designed to include all NRMP

15 applicable mitigation measures for the areas in and adjacent to the

16 Santa Clara River (Tab 7. 5:2 AR 5759-61, and 5789-5800 [RDEIR, ~ 4,61;

17 Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8576 [RDEIR]), including preconstruction surveys, capture

18 and relocation, and riparian habitat creation enhancement. (I~,_ at 5757-'

19 5759, and 5793-95 [RDEIR, § 4.6J; see also, Tab 9, 7;2 AR 8541-42 '

20 [RDEIRJ}.

21 The EIR concluded that project-level impacts would be less than'.

22 significant, not just because Jackrabbit is not a listed species ands

23 does not require heightened protection, but also because the species is ~

24 abundant where it occurs, and, since it is mobile and would likely

25 disperse to nearby better habitat rather than be killed as the site is

26 developed, few individuals would be lost due to development of the site.

27 {Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5775.) Nevertheless mitigation including preparation of

28 an RNtMP and preconstruction surveys of areas outside the NRMP areas for

19 -
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the potential capture and relocation of special-status species was

recommended. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5800-01, 5809-10; Tab 9,7:2 AR 8543-45,

8584-85 (RDEIR pages].) The EIR also concluded that the pro}ect-level

and cumulative impacts on an aggregate of 28Q acres of habitat, in

general, necessarily including that for Jackrabbits, would be

significant and unavoidable even after mitigation (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5761-

62, 5811, 5825-26, 5827). A Statement of Overriding Considerations was

adopted for these impacts. iTab 3, 1 AR 145-163.)

The City did not ignore DFG's comments, but in response to DFG,

stated that it had considered the NRMP and its EIS/EIR, which had

earlier analyzed impacts on the Jackrabbit within the NRMP area (in and

adjacent to the Santa Clara River), and found those impacts to be

significant and imposed mitigation to reduce them to a less than

significant level. (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6622-23.) Those mitigation measures, ',

the City explained, had been incorporated into the Project as design

. features, and that Riverpark scaled back the activities permitted by the

' NRMP, so that the activities within the NRMP area would .have even less

of an impact on the Jackrabbit than the NRMP EIS/EIR had determined.

(Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6622-24.)

Development was moved further back from the Santa Clara River to

protect riparian resources, including Jackrab6lt habitat (including bank

stabilization in a portion of the site). A public trail that had been

proposed in the riverbed was moved out to join the pedestrian/bike

bridge over the Aqueduct. (Tab 8, AR 6623-24; see also Tab 2, Tab 9, Tab

12 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions ; Tab 11) The City also e~tplained

that the mitigation requiring preconstruction surveys and capture and

relocation was more definitive than DFG described B more than simply

forcing individuals to disperse:.As to cumulative impacts, the City

- 20 -
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noted that because the NRMP's mitigation measures had been imposed on

all of the land between the eastern border of Riverpark vest to Castaic

Creek, and because Riverpark had been revised to preserve even more

upland, the EIR had concluded that cumulative impacts on the species

would be less than significant. (Tab 8, AR 6624.)

DFG disputed the. EIR's conclusions without challenging the City'"s

survey methodology. ' (Tab 8, AR 5882.) As the City's response to DFG's

comment letter shows, the City considered DFG's co~nents, but disagreed

with them. ' The City's response did not assert that the EIR relied

solely upon the NRMP EIS/EIR's analysis of impacts on the Jackrabbit.

4Tab 8, AR 6622-24.] Rather, the EIR conducted its own independent

analysis. (Tab 7 [RDEIR, ~ 9.6]; Tab 6 [survey report]; Tab 9 [RDEIR].)

The City's responses to DFG contained a reasoned explanation based on

scientific information. (See CEQA Guideline 15088.} The City was not

required to accept DFG's opinions over those of its own expert. (Assn•

of Irritated Residents, supra, at 1394-9?; i.a ~r ;gh c r, Apra, q7

Ca1.3d at 393-93.)

Substantial evidence supports the EIR's conclusions on the ',

Jackrabbit. The evidence shows the EIR conducted its own analysis of

the impacts on the Jackrabbit, and did not rely solely upon the NRMP

EIS/EIR for that analysis.

Holly-Leaf Cherry Scrub

The surveys conducted by the Project's expert botanist concluded

that the plant community identified was not "holly-leaf .cherry

woodlands," but "holly-leaf cherry scrub" ("HLCS"), ,which is different

and one not specified in DFG's List of California Terrestrial Natural

Communities recognized by the California Natural Diversity Data Base

(i.e. without any State or federal protection). (Tab 7, AR 5716-17; Tab

- 21 -
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416, 53 AR 37223, 37247 and Tab 6, 4 AR 3363, 3387 [DEIR appendices,

2003 and 2002 rare plant surveys Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6627 [response to DFG

comments].)

Rased on the evidence, including the rare plant surveys conducted

in 2002 and 2003, and supporting evidence (Tab 6, AR 3359-82, 3383-95},

the EIR reported the expert botanist' s identification of the plant

community on-site as HLCS (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 57 16-17j. The, EZR properly

defined the class of plants that were considered to be "special status

plants" (Tab 7, 5.2 AR 5722), and did not include HLCS within that class

based on the botanist's expert opinion. Based on CEQA and City

thresholds, the EIR concluded that the permanent disturbance of 3,6

acres of HLCS, which did not supgort special-status plant or wildlife

species and is not considered to be sensitive by the resource agencies,

was not significant (Tab ?. 5.2 AR 5767). As noted before, the EIR

concluded that the project-level and cumulative impacts from disturbing

an aggregate of 280 acres of habitat, in general, necessarily including

HLCS, would be a significant impact, and •unavoidable even after

mitigation, and, a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted as

to this impact (Tab 3, AR 195-163 .

The City's response to DFG's comments on the fiLCS was not

"dismissive." The City responded that based on scientific and other

', information the identified plant community was not "holly-leafed cherry

'. woodland," but HLCS, because the canopy did not amount to a woodland

'_ canopy, and that DFG does not include HLCS within its list of special

' status plant cow¢unities. Also because only 3.6 acres of habitat would

be permanently impacted bar the Project, and HLCS "stand of trees" was

not considered a sensitive plant community as identified by the DFG, the

///
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loss of the 3.6 acres would be less than significant under CEgA. (Tab

B r AR 6627.]

Substantial evidence supports the conclusions that the HI,CS on site

was not a special status species, and that iunpacts to it alone would not

be significant.

ZII. pg~rZip Son o h oject and Mitiga 'on M ate, c

Petitioners contend that the EIR fails as an informational document

to adequately describe the project or the mitigation measures, misstates

the public and agency concerns raised in comment letters, and fails to

meaningfully respond to them.

She EIR adequately descaibes impact on the Santa C.Iara River and is

not misleading

Petitioners contend the project wi11 damage the river and the EIR

and the City's staff reports mislead by "perpetuat[ing] the myth that

the project will improve the condition of the river," (OB 16-17j and by

the statement in Final EIR that the project "has been designed to

', preserve the Santa Clara River corridor." BAR 28.)

A review of the record discloses extensive discussion in the EIR

and staff reports concerning the encroachment into the Santa Clara River

and the impacts to it. Among other things: the EIR discloses that the

Project would install buried bank stabilizakion in the western portion

of the site, but not the eastern portion where the river corridor would

remain substantially undisturbed up to the eastern boundary where the

Newhall Ranch Road Golden Valley Road Bridge would be built. (See Tabs

9, 5, 7, 11, 12.) There is evidence that buried bank stabilization is

less harmful to the river and its resources than traditional cement

stabilization, yet protects adjacent development adequately {Tab 11, 9

AR 10739-47 [FEIR, App. C. Functional AssessmentC Summary], 10877-90

- 23 -
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1 [id., Hybrid Functional Assessment/Riverpark), 11180-97 [FEIR, App. G,

2 Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses], 11202-19 did•,

3 Addendum No. 1], 11495-17 (~.., App. J, Additional Flood and Floodplain

4 Modifications, data7). Ftiizthermore, revisions to the Project would

5 lessen intrusion into the SEA and protect mature riparizn resources that

6 serve as habitat (id., esp. Tab 11: 9 ~ 11419-22, 11516 [F'EIR App. K.

7 Project Revisions and Additional Information]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61

8 [E'EIR Final Project Revisions]; Tab il, '9 AR 11224-35 (FEIR App. 1.

9 7/20/04 Staff Report)). Other evidence shows that the overall '~

10 (temporary and permanent) intrusion into the SEA was reduced from the

11 original 37 acres to 32.1 acres, and the permanent intrusion from 24 to

12 16.9 acres. {Tabs 11, 12.} The Project was also revised to dedicate

13 approximately 318 off-site acres, including the approximately 191-acre

19 "Round Mountain" site containing 37 acres of Santa Clara River SEA,

15 which will in part further offset the Project's impacts on biological

16 resources and the floddplain (Tab 12j. The City nevertheless still

17 considered the Project's intrusion into the Santa Clara River SEA to be

18 a significant and unavoidable impact, and included it in the Statement

19 of Overriding Considerations (Tab 7.)

20 Thus, the City did not ̀ ignore Riverpark's encroachment into the

21 river." It considered at 'great length the Project`s impacts on the

22 river and adjacent areas and required changes in the Project to reduce

23 those impacts.

24 The EIR adequately describes the project setting and is not

25 misleading

26 The City found that "the proposed project is appropriate for the

27 subject property," "proposes considerably lower densities than existing

28 nearby developments," and that "[b]y proposing a maximum of 1,089
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residential units and approximately 16,000 square feet of commercial ',

space, the project proposes development that would be substantially less

dense and less intense than those that both the current and the proposed

land use classifications would allow." (1 AR 30.)

Petitioners contend the finding is incorrect, because the City

"never actually calculated the number of residential units that can

actually be built on the site," and the site`s physical characteristics,

such as topography, constrain the number of units that can be built on

any given parcel.

The findings relating to the project setting are adequate under''

CEQA and not misleading. Prior to the approval of the General Plan

Amendment and Zone Change proposed by the Project, the City's General

Plan designations for the site permitted development more dense and

intense than the now-approved designations. (See, e.g., Tab 4, 2:1 AR

346-48 [DEIR, § 1.0, Project Description], 830-837 (~~,,, § 4.7, Land

IIsel: Tab 4. 18 2:2 AR 997-52.)

There is no requirement the City must calculate exact nwnber of

units which actually can be built.

The EIR adequately describes on-site and off-sits dedications to

the City

Petitioners contend the EIR does nofi "adequately describe both the

on-and off-site [land] dedications, which the City considers a

significant benefit, and has identified as one main bases (sic] for

over-riding the project's significant adverse impacts," and City staff

and the EIR do not discuss in as Agenda Report to the City Council a

Planning Commissioner's comments during a debate on, whether the

Commission would consider the Project's proposed dedication of portions

of the South Fork or the Santa Clara River to be a benefit under the
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City's Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside Development Ordinance (OB 29-

28.)

Preliminarily, these issues were not raised during the

administrative process and, consequently, are now barred. (CEQA,

~ 21177(aj; see Park Area Neigpbors v. Town of Fairfax (1994) 29

Ca1.App.9th 1442, 1947-48.) Moreover,. the dedications were not offered

as mitigation measures, but as benefits in connection with the City's

issuance of a Statement of Overriding Considerations and the Hillside .

Development Application. {Tab 3. 1 AR 197-1 50.)

In any case, CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a project's adverse

environmental impacts, not its benefits. (See, e.g., CEQA,

§ 21002.1(a).) Dedication of on-site and off-site open space to the .

City to be preserved in perpetuity does not create adverse environmental

impacts. Even so, the EIR does discuss the attributes of these land

dedications. The on-site land to be dedicated was discussed extensively

in the Draft EIR (see. e.g., Tah 4, AR 367 [DEIR, § 1.0, Project

Description]; Tab 9, 2:2 AR 1214-99 [id., § 4.12, Parks and Recreation];

' Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5689-5827 [RDEIR, § 4,. 6, Biological Resources]), as well

' as. in City staff reports (Tab 609,61 AR 42997-42953; Tab 652, 73 AR

51639-51650; Tab 652, 73 AR 51651-51811; Tab 666, 74 AR 51913-51925; Tab

674, 74 AR 52073-52085; Tab 2-3, 1 AR 9-227) and in Planning Commission

hearings (Tab 3, 1 AR 147-150). The attributes and benefits of the off-

site land dedications are discussed in the Final EIR (see, e.q., Tab 12.

10 AR 11742-61 [FEIR. Final Project Revisions]; Tab 11, 9 AR 11419-22,

11516 [F'EIR. App. K, map, land use tak~le, new 5EA chart]1.

Failure to discuss comments in the agenda report is not fatal here.

The Planning Commission debated which Project attributes should be

considered as benefits in connection with their decision whether to
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recommend approval of the Hillside Development Application, for which

Newhall had submitted its Innovative Application Compliance Report. The

EIR analyzed the land being dedicated to the extent necessary to inforat

the City and the public, and based on that information, the Planning

Commission ultimately voted on which Project benefits it viewed as

supporting the Hillside Development Application, including, without

limitation, the on- and off-site land dedications (Tab 9,7:2 AR 8079-81

[12/21104 AT]; Tab 652, 73 AR 51639-95, esp. 51643 [12!21/04 Staff

Report]; Tab 2, 1 AR 15-18 [App. Reso.]). All of this information was

before the City Council.

The EIR adequately describes on and off-site dedications and does

not fail as an informational document in other respects.

IV. A~+Prna ~v Wer onaid r d as Reuui ed by GE~A

An ETR's alternatives analysis must include a reasonable range of

alternatives to the project that would feasibly obtain the basic

objectives of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the

alternatives. (Guidelines,'§ 15126.6(a? .1

Petitioners contend that the City's rejection of Alternative 2, the

Santa Clara River Reduced Bank Stabilization Alternative, in the EZR and

in its Findings Was "disingenuous and pretextual, and therefore contrary

to the mandates of CEQA" and not supported by substantial evidence.

~I Substantial evidence supports the determinations made by the City

in rejecting Alternative 2 and finding that, due to the revisions to the

( Project, that alternative was no longer environmentally superior.

The City rejected Alternative 2 for multiple reasons.

After analyzing Alternative 2's impacts as compared to those of the

Project as originally proposed, the EIR concluded that, while this

alternative would reduce impacts in certain environmental areas
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1 iincludii.~q kLiolpgical resources) _and cxeate similar impacts in other

2 areas,...it.~r~pld.,c=eate,_greater:..}mgact~~n population/housing/employment

3 and pa .ant1. zecxeation, .and wo~EE'd not meet five of the project '~

4 objec-ti.?hesr= -(•dab A,-~2:2 AR 1494-L54~J The EIR noted that the project

5 objectives erf {1) providing a subs _ tial number of new housing units_

6 adjacent-to existing and planned structure, service, transit and

,::a.~~+:.:.,,. .7 transi^_~K _•,r.C:T~~.~l4~s.=~ntl:_eangl4Y~~_areas to accommodate projected

8 growth, and (2) developing a range of housing types accommodating a

9 range of .incomes and commercial opportunities, would not be met due to

10 the reduction in residential units fall of which were single-family

11 units). (Tab 4, AR 1999.) The objective of providing adequate flood

12 protection, including bank stabilization where necessary, would not he

13 met because the alternative does not provide for bank stabilisation.

14 The objectives of providing sufficient parks to satisfy park dedication

15 requirements and meet regional needs, and of providing a range of

16 active/passive recreational opportunities, would not be met due to the

17 reduction in the size of the flatter, active portion of the proposed 29-

1.8 acre park. (ZS3,_; see also 1497.)

19 As noted above, the original Project was substantially revised over

20 the course of the 24 public hearings. The Project as revised and

21 approved: (1) Moved all development back to the resource line

22 established by the Planning Commission, which reduced the Pro7ect,'s

23 intrusion into the SEA and protected mature riparian resources that

24 serve as habitat {Id.. esp. Tab 11, 9 AR 11419-22, 11516 (FEIR Apg. K,

25 Project Revisions and Additional Information]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61

26 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions]; Tab 11,9 AR 11224-35 IFEIR App.

27 1,7120/04 Staff Report] ), (2) Moved the equestrian trail out of the

28 river (Id. esp. Tab 12, 10 PR 11741-61 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions]),
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i3) Reduced the Project's overall (tempozary and permanent) intrusion

into the SEA from the original 37 acres to 32.1 acres, and its permanent

intrusion from 24 to 16.9 acres, 7.5 of which are attributable to the

construction of Newhall Ranch Road and one of which is attributable to

the Santa Clara River Trail (Id. esp. Tab 11, 9 AR 11516 [F'EIR App. K,

new SEA chart]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61 [E'EIR. Final Project

Revisions ), (4) Was conditioned on an absolute prohibition of

construction of any lots within the new E'EMA floodplain boundaries {Tab

11, 9 AR 11906-09 [CI,OMRJ: Tab 12, 10 AR 11756, 11757-58 [FEIR, Final

Project Revisions].) (Sa Relocated the Newhall Ranch RoadlGolden Valley

Road Bridge abutments farther out of the active channel of the river,

resulting in reduced iunpacts to biological resources in those riparian

areas (Tab 11, 9 AR 11410-17 [FEIR App. 3, Technical Memorandum

Hydraulic Design and Analysis); Tab 12, 10 AR 11758 (FEIR, Final Project

Revisions]) and (6) Dedicated approximately 318 off-site acres,

including, inter alia, the ARound Mountain" site containing 37 acres of

Santa Clara River SEA, which further offset the Project's impacts on

biota and the floodplain (Tab 12, to AR 11741-58 [FEIR, Final Project

Revisions]).

i Based on the evidence as regards the revised project, the City

( Council found that, as compared with the Project as approved, ',

( Alternative 2 was no longer environmentall~r superior because the new

Project design reduced development, and thus impacts, in areas not

affected by the revisions contemplated by Alteznative 2, that although

the approved Project would afford the City 94 fewer residential units,

it still preserved a greater mix of housing opportunities than did

Alternative 2, which reduced the number of single-family lots, and that

//!
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the approved Project would donate substantial off-site acreage. (Tab 3,

AR 139-140 (Alternatives Findingsj; see also 156 & 3,156-1$9.)

The findings as to Alternative 2 are supported by substantial

evidence and the record shows that the City Council considered and

balanced all of the competing factors, and chose to approoe the Project_

with those factors in mind.

V. rC y Prop~rly Found that the Proiect ~s Consistent with Genera

Flan Goals and Policies of Protectj~g Sic,~i,ficant Natural Resources j

Government Code section 66473.5 provides that "[n~o local agency'!

shall approve a tentative tract map unless [it) is

consistent with the general plan."

It .is within the City's province, to balance the competing

interests reflected in its General Plan policies, and the City has broad

discretion to construe those policies in light of the plan's purposes.

(San Franc~5can~ iToholdinct the Downtown Plan, supra, at 678.) A

reviewing court, therefore, may only ascertain whether -the lead agency

"considered the applicable policies and the extent to which the proposed

project conforms with those policies" (}~) by considering whether, as

a whole, the "'project is compatible with, and does not frustrate, the

general plan's goals and policies" (Nana Citizens for Honest Government

v Napa County Board of Supgrvisors (2001) 91 Ca1.App.4th 342, 355.) A

project must be in agreement or in harmony with the applicable General

Plan, "not in rigid conformity with every detail thereof." (,S~n

Fr nr' na Yinhc~ldlriQ the Downtowtt Plan, Apra. j

A lead agency`s determination that a project is consistent with its

general plan "can be reversed only if based on evidence• from which no

reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion." (A Local and

$gr~iona~ Monitor v City of ros Angeles (1993)16 Ca1.App.4th 630.., 648;
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see also ,fin ran ~~.an ohold+na h Down own Plan v. ~ y and County

o an an isco (2002) 102 Ca1.App.4th 656, 6771.) In approving the

Project, the City considered its General Plan policies and the Project

conformance to them.

Petitioners contend that the Project is inconsistent with the

City's General Plan goals and policies to protect significant natural

resources because its intrusions into the SEA and the floodplain are

inconsistent with the General Plan requiring the developer to "enhance

and preserve the SEA," and the EIR's conclusion that the project is

'consistent with Land Use Policy Element 5.3 by "not proposing

development within the river" (2 AR 891) is not supported by the

evidence in the record.

The EIR analyzes the original Project's consistency with the City's

General Plan and concludes that the Proj>ct as originally proposed was

consistent with Policy 1.1 of Goal Z of the City's Open Space and

Conservation Element because the Project preserves the Santa Clara River

and much of its significant vegetation as open space (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 859-

60} as shown by evidence noted above as to other issues. E'urthermore,

as discussed supra, the Project was later revised, further reducing the

Project's overall intrusion into the SEA from 37 to 32.1 acres, and

dedicating 37 undeveloped acres of SEA in the Round Mountain property.

The EIR also concludes that the Project as originally proposed was

consistent with Policies 3.3 and 3.7 of Goal 3 of the City's Open Space

and Conservation Element, because the EIR identifies areas of

significant ecological value and natural riparian habitat and mitigates

impacts to the extent possible (Tab 4, 2:2 AR B61-62: see also Tab 7.

5:2 AR 5689-5827 [RDEIR, § 4.5, Biological Resources]). Also, as

///
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discussed suara, the Project as approved further reduces impacts to the

SEA and other sensitive resources.

The original Project was also found to be consistent with Policy

5.3 of Goal 5 to require new development to be sensitive to SEAS through

creative planning techniques that avoid aad minimize disturbance in

these areas for these same reasons (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 890-91), a conclusion

supported by the same substantial evidence that supports consistency

with Goal 1, Policy 1.1 of the Open Space and Conservation Element.

Petitioners' arguments that the Project imperntissihly intrudes into

the SEA restate their CE.QA arguments. The same evidence in the record

supports the consistency findings. The Project was revised to limit

intrusion into the SEA. The City's decision after circulation of the

Draft EIR to protect the riparian resources and habitat by setting the

resource line in the western portion of the site and moving the

equestrian trail out of the river bed further ensured that the Project

' as approved was consistent with the General Plan policies. The Project

always proposed placing 15 lots within the already disturbed SEA area

next to Planning Area A-2. (See, e.g., Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5785.} Also, as

revised Section 4.6 explains, even the permanent loss of 24 acres of

habitat, now reduced to 16.9, is not expected to detract from the.

overall integrity and value of the SEA, and the Project will preserve

and enhance various amounts of upland habitat in Planning Area B .to

.. serve as a buffer between the riparian habitat and development and to

mitigate adverse impacts to riparian plant communities within the SEA.

(~) The benefits of the Project's enhancements to the banks of the

Santa C1ara.River and to its main drainage in the 29-acre park are

confirmed by the Final EIR's Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark

(Tab 11, 9 AR 10877-90).
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Substantial evidence supports the finding of consistency with the'

City's General Plan.

The Petition for Writ of Mandate is denied.

Counsel for Respondent is ordered to prepare, serve and lodge in

Department 85 a proposed Judgment Denying the Petition for Writ of:

Mandate on or before August 21, 2006.

DATED: August ~, 206

4. ,~ ~~

D2intra I. Janays
Judge of the.Superior Court
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SCOPESCOPESCOPESCOPE    
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 

 

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY 
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY 

 

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386 

www.scope.org 

 

3-6-20 

 

Board of Supervisors 

500 W. Temple St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Re: - Board of Supervisors Agenda TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 2020 VI. PUBLIC 

HEARINGS 39 - 40 39. Hearing to Vacate a Portion of Valley Canyon 
Road, Set Aside a Portion of Soledad Canyon Road and Accept the 
Offer of Dedication on a Portion of Yellowstone Lane in the 
Unincorporated Community of Agua Dulce 
 
Honorable Supervisors: 

 

While this agenda item only refers to a tract number and states that the changes will 

comply with a 2003 EIR, it is important that you know that the most recent mitigation 

measures approved for this project, “Spring Canyon” were unanimously approved on 

March 26
th

, 2019 ( and final approval on June 25th 2019). At the time, the changes were 

lauded by Supervisor Barger and Supervisor Hahn’s office for enhancing the sustainability 

of the project (see news article attached). 

 

Some of those changes included an enhanced wildlife corridor in the area of this agenda 

item’s proposed changes to Valley Canyon Rd which is the ONLY underpass under the 

Highway 14 that animals can currently use to reach the river. 

 

There is no indication that this proposal complies with the most recent 

conditions and mitigation measures approved last year, since in fact that 

approval is nowhere mentioned in the staff report. There is no indication 

that Parks and Recreation was contacted concerning this matter or that 

the County biologist reviewed the changes to ensure the wildlife corridor 

would remain viable. 

 

Further, as you may recall, your approval last year allowed the developer to delay the 

building of the elementary school for the project until after about the 200 hundredth unit 

was built.  You should know that according to our information, the school district has 

rejected the proposed site for the school, so the change you allowed last June may leave 

these first homes without ever having a local school. This scenario is similar to what 

occurred two decades ago with the Davidon project in Saugus where the developer never 



built the other half of the project that would have required the school. We ask that you 

look into this matter before approving additional changes for this project. 

 

Last, since the school district refused the site, they also refused to form a Mello-Roos 

facilities district for the developer. The developer then went to the Santa Clarita Valley 

Water Agency to request they form a Mello-Roos district. While the Board did vote at its 

last meeting to approve a policy allowing such facility districts, no district for this project 

was approved. You should know that the vote was contentious, divided and close. 

 

In closing, please be aware that the Tick Fire (October 2019) burned through this area 

last year, pushed by 40 mile per hour winds, and requiring 40,000 residents to evacuate. 

Had the houses in this tract been built then, we might have seen far more residential 

loses than the 22 houses and 27 structures damaged in this fire.  

 

We ask that you take these issues into consideration, especially the viability of the 

wildlife corridor and the fire danger as you evaluate this agenda item. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
President 

 

Attachment 

1. News article lauding changes to the Spring Canyon Project “Housing project approved 

as ‘super sustainable’ community” SCV Signal March 27
th

, 2019 

2. June 25
th

 final approval of changes with new conditions and additional mitigation 

measures. 



Re: FW: Agenda Item 73 Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement 
 

SCOPE <exec-scope@earthlink.net> 

  

Reply all| 
Today, 11:56 AM 

Anthony Nyivih <ANYIVIH@dpw.lacounty.gov>;  

PublicHearing; 

First District; 

Supervisor Janice Hahn (Fourth District); 

Barger, Kathryn;  

Sheila; 

SecondDistrict  

Inbox 

Thank you for your response. It is too bad that the DPW could not accommodate our very simple request. 
It would have been merely a minor change to include the wildlife corridor location so that there would be 
no chance of the sewer lift station or any other structures being mistakenly located where it would 
interfere with the wildlife corridor. 
 
Your email seems to indicate that this matter has been pre- determined by the Board of Supervisors. We 
object to that, and do not concur with you on the Brown Act matter, which, in any case, it is not up to 
DPW to determine. 
 
Lynne Plambeck 
President 
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Anthony Nyivih 
Sent: Mar 27, 2020 2:26 PM 
To: SCOPE 
Cc: Anish Saraiya , ExecutiveOffice , Julia Weissman , Shari Afshari , Rossana D'Antonio , Jim Sparks 
Subject: FW: Agenda Item 73 Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement 

In response to your statement that the public is not allowed to testify, this is not the case. The public is 
being provided with the opportunity to provide written testimony via mail or email in advance of the 
hearing. The Supervisors will review and consider all testimony received prior to making a decision on 
the matter and the written testimony will become a part of the record. Written testimony is appropriate 
given the current circumstances related to COVID-19 and is in line with the Governor’s Executive order, 
N-29-20, signed March 17, 2020. 
Regarding the issue of the wildlife corridor, PW has conferred with Counsel and has determined that the 
recommendations in the letter are very specific and the maps and legal descriptions subject to the 
Board’s actions are also specific. The wildlife corridor is part of the tract but it is not directly related to 
the requested actions and the Department has determined that it would be inappropriate to modify 
these specific maps to show the wildlife corridor. 
  
  



From: SCOPE <exec-scope@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2020 4:14 PM 
To: Patrick Parker <pparker@raintree.us.com> 
Cc: Saraiya, Anish <ASaraiya@bos.lacounty.gov>; ExecutiveOffice <ExecutiveOffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; 
PublicHearing <PublicHearing@bos.lacounty.gov> 
Subject: Agenda Item 73 Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement 
  
Thanks Patrick - I did see it on the agenda and have already contacted an attorney about the legality of 
holding a public hearing where the public is not allowed to testify. The Governor did not waive this part of 
the Brown Act, only the part that covers off site meetings. Other agencies throughout the state have set 
up teleconferencing capabilities that allow public participation and public comments. The County can and 
must do that too. 
  
Perhaps it is posted now, but I didn't see this in the Board letter or on the map and don't know what 
legality this would hold when it is not in any of the vacation documents. Can you ask them to post it prior 
to the hearing? If they did it today, it would still meet the 72 hour posting requirement.  I do not feel 
confident about this when there is no way to say anything at the hearing. Why can't they put the wildlife 
corridor on the map? 
  
Sorry to be such a pain the @#$, but we have seen too many conditions that were promised then not 
enforced "by mistake". I sincerely appreciate your efforts to rectify the problem, but don't know why this 
wasn't included in the Board letter and why the wildlife corridor isn't on the map. Wildlife corridors are a 
focused goal for SCOPE this year voted by our membership in January. So this is really important. 
  
Lynne Plambeck 
Prresident 
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 
  
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
>From: Patrick Parker 
>Sent: Mar 26, 2020 12:08 PM 
>To: Scope 
>Subject: Spring Canyon - Jurisdictional Statement 
> 
> 
> 
>Lynn, 
> 
>The County is trying to get things in motion. I was just told by Public Works there is a virtual County 
Board Meeting on March 31. The vacation item for the road next to Spring Canyon will be heard. 
> 
>With your e-mail to the County, we got Public Works to agree to new language including the clarification 
of the use is for a "wildlife corridor” and the Spring Canyon development is subject to “conditions imposed 
by the Board of Supervisors at the June 25, 2019 Public Hearing. Please see the attached document that 
will be read into the public record immediately at the opening of the item. 
> 
>I am available to discuss. 
> 
>Thanks, 
> 
>Pat 
> 
> 



From: Lynne Plambeck
To: ExecutiveOffice; PublicHearing
Subject: I would like to speak on item 73 on behalf of SCOPE
Date: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 10:45:52 AM

Lynne Plambeck
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